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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to investigate how small organisations in the 
Leicestershire area overcame the barriers to Investors in People (liP) recognition. 
Prior to establishing the barriers, a general literature review on liP was completed 
to give some background on the Standard and the potential benefits of 
accreditation. The second component of the literature review identified the 
principal barriers associated with liP. It was noticeable that previous studies had 
not suggested ways in which organisations overcame the barriers identified, hence 
the focus of this study. 
The data were collected through the use of semi-structured interviews with 20 
Leicestershire organisations. The sample only included organisations with fewer 
than 50 employees, and it was split into three size bands (under 10, 10 to 25, and 
26 to 49 employees). The interviews were initially analysed within the three size 
bands using the 'template analysis' method. A cross case analysis was then 
conducted to establish any similarities and/or differences in the methods used to 
overcome the barriers by the different size bands. The cross case analysis 
highlighted ~any similarities in the methods used b~th",diffFent size bands. " 
However, differences between them seemed to focus \~round/ ~he size of the : 
, 
organisations and the degree of formality that was expected by the liP assessors. 
The research project has identified six main methods used to overcome the 
barriers: third party support; integrating liP into the organisations and not 
perceiving it as a 'bolt-on'; management commitment; communication systems; 
in-house training;. and varying levels of formality for procedures. 
The findings from this study will help. small and micro organisations appreciate 
that liP is not a 'big company' initiative and that the barriers can be overcome. 
liP professionals should be more aware of the requirements of small and micro 
organisations, and must understand that these can be just as successful in 
achieving liP recognition as their larger counterparts. Policy makers must 
understand the informal nature of small organisations and ensure that policy is 
framed to support them. 
IV 
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INVESTORS IN PEOPLE 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
The field of research of this thesis is the Investors in People (liP) Standard. This 
chapter will serve as an introduction to liP and sets out the specific focus of the 
study. It opens with the backgroundihistory of the liP Standard. It then moves on 
to outline why research is needed in this field and, in particular, in the specific 
area chosen as the focus of the study. The research objectives are specified, and 
the chapter concludes with an outline of the structure of the thesis. 
1.1 Investors in People: The BackgroundlHistory 
The Investors in People (liP) Standard refers to a standard of best practice for the 
training and development of employees within organisations. The Standard was 
conceived in the late 1980s. The Standard encourages an organisation to review 
its training procedures, and emphasises the importance of aligning the training and 
development needs of employees to organisational objectives, thus ensuring that 
the organisation is not training for training's sake. 
The liP Standard was developed during the late 1980s in response to a 
Government White Paper in 1988, 'Employment in the Nineties'. The Paper set a 
new agenda for training and development in Britain. The Standard evolved from 
research carried out by the Department of Employment and the CBI, together with 
a number of leading consultancy firms that examined how blue-chip companies 
developed their people in order to maximise their performance and to become 
world-class businesses. This research found that world-class companies had the 
following characteristics in terms of training and development: 
Top management is heavily committed to developing a high 
level of skills, knowledge and a positive attitude amongst their 
management and staff. 
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The planning of training and development activity is strategic, 
fonning a core component of how the business objectives are 
fonnulated. 
They take detennined and continuous action to train and 
develop their people from induction to departure. 
Vitally, they evaluate their training and development 
expenditure as an investment and always seek to express a 
measurable return from it (Collins et aI., 1996). 
These observations became the four principles of the liP Standard (see section 
2.1). 
Investors in People UK, founded in 1993, is the organisation licensed by the 
Department for Employment and Education (DfEE) to oversee the promotion and 
development' of the Standard throughout the UK (Smith et al., 2002) and now 
internationally. Up until recently, the Standard was delivered and administered, 
under the guidance of Investors in People (liP) UK Ltd, by Training and 
Enterprise Councils (TECs) in England and Wales, by Local Enterprise Councils 
(LEes) in Scotland and by Training and Employment Agencies in Northern 
Ireland. However, since April 2001, a number of 'regional delivery partners' (see 
Appendix 1) have replaced the above agencies and the new bodies now have the 
ultimate responsibilities of managing government funding for liP and for meeting 
the liP national targets. 
The Standard is aimed at all autonomous organisations whether public or private, 
service or manufacturing. The Standard was piloted in 1990 and was launched in 
October 1991. The indicators, which outline the requirements of the Standard, 
were revised in January 1997, and again in April 2000, when liP UK refonnatted 
the Standard by eliminating eleven indicators. 
In a press release, liP UK (2000) stated that the April 2000 version of the Standard 
differs from the pre-2000 version in four ways: 
• It has now 12 indicators that are clear and distinct, rather than the previous 
set of 23 indicators that tended to overlap and be somewhat opaque. 
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• The indicators are now more concisely expressed and more direct. This 
new clarity has been accomplished through the use of clearer language and 
terminology. 
• The focus of the assessment is now on measurable outputs rather than the 
processes used by organisations. 
• The final change to the Standard is the introduction of a new Equal 
Opportunity indicator. 
Appendices 2 and 3 present an overview of the 1997 and 2000 versions of the 
Standard respectively. The latest version of the Standard was only three months 
old when the empirical work for this study started in July 2000. In this 
dissertation, therefore, 'the Standard' refers to the 1997 rather than the April 2000 
version. The justifications for focusing this study on the 1997 Standard, despite 
the April 2000 changes, are outlined below. 
1.2 Justifications for the focus of this study 
Firstly, it could be claimed that changes to the Standard might call into question 
the relevance of this study. However, the barriers to liP implementation and 
recognition described in Chapter 3, and summarised in Figure 3.1, are extensive. 
It could be argued that the four changes implemented by liP UK, as outlined 
above, have addressed all of these barriers. However, whilst the four changes are 
broad in their scope, comparison with Figure 3.1 shows that the changes do not 
cover all of the issues which have been identified in the literature as barriers. The 
first two changes in the new liP Standard seem most closely related to points 6 
and 7 of the Supply Side barriers to implementation in Figure 3.1, i.e. the 
language and bureaucracy of the Standard. The third of the four changes, i.e. a 
focus on outputs, rather than processes, will need to be tailored to the specifics of 
each organisation. As the literature review in this thesis identifies, many small 
organisations do not think that liP advisors, or assessors, fully understand the 
specific issues associated with their organisation. 
Therefore, logical reasoning suggested that the new Standard would not address 
all the barriers. Other factors also indicated it was still legitimate to investigate 
barriers to liP under the requirements of the' old' Standard. 
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Secondly, as mentioned above, the April 2000 Standard was only three months old 
when the empirical work for this study began in late July 2000. However, 
although the new Standard was launched in April, it was not until January 2001 
that it operated as the sole liP Standard. The new Standard and the previous 
Standard ran concurrently for a period of 9 months whereby assessment could take 
place under either Standard. Therefore, the literature review, and preparation for 
empirical work, was undertaken whilst the 'previous' Standard was still the 
'current' Standard. More importantly, there was no literature from empirical work 
on the 'new' Standard, as it had not yet been fully introduced. 
Thirdly, it is not uncommon to find research papers published that have 
investigated systems or processes that have been superseded. During the course 
of the literature review for this study, five papers were identified that were 
published after changes to a version of the liP Standard. Four of the papers 
(MHRM, 1997; Alberga et aI., 1997; Gaunt, 1998; and Ram, 2000) investigated 
the Standard in its pre 1997 format, but were published after January 1997. 
Indeed, according to the author, the Ram (2000) study was conducted during 
1997, after the January 1997 changes, but still focused on organisations 
committed to the original pre-1997 Standard. No explanation was offered by the 
author as to why this occurred. Presumably, the editor of the journal in which it 
was published did not consider the 'out of date' material discredited the findings. 
A further paper (Smith et al. 2002) researched the then current liP Standard in 
1997, but has only recently been published. With this particular paper, the authors 
were seeking to give an overview of the liP literature and issues relating to the liP 
'journey' for SMEs. Although the detail of changes to the Standard was noted, 
the emphasis was on the principles which have underpinned the liP Standard in its 
different versions. 
Indeed, all of these papers make a contribution to the literature on liP, despite 
being published after changes to the Standard. The reason for this is that, despite 
changes to the details of the liP Standard, its fundamental principles, in respect of 
organisations showing interest in their employees, have remained the same. 
Therefore, the findings of these 'out of date' studies have informed understanding 
4 
and knowledge of liP. Their findings still have an impact on many of the issues 
which need to be addressed by the delivery patterns of liP. Equally, their findings 
have the potential to help organisations which are working towards liP 
recognition, regardless of which version of the Standard may be current. 
In summary, the changes to the post 1997 Standard, described above, are not 
radical changes in terms of its key principles. A number of academic studies have 
been published at a time when they report on 'out of date' versions of the liP 
Standard. However, the present author considers that these studies have 
contributed to academic and practical understanding of liP. That also was the aim 
of the study reported in this thesis. The specific research gap the present study 
was seeking to fill is described in the next section. 
The fourth reason for the present study being conducted on a version of the 
Standard that was being phased out was a pragmatic one. The availability of time 
limited funding for the author's research and the absence of any organisations 
which had achieved the incoming version of the Standard meant that research sites 
had to be those which had achieved the pre-April 2000 version of the Standard. 
As Buchanan et al. (1998, p54) have commented '.. . whatever carefully 
constructed views the researcher has of the nature of social science research, of 
the process of theory development, of data collection methods, or of the status of 
different types of data, those views are constantly compromised by the practical 
realities, opportunities and constraints presented by organisational research. ' 
1.3 The Research Gap 
This section describes the research 'gap' that the present study was seeking to 
explore. Since its inception, the Standard has become the focus of an increasing 
volume of research. Studies have examined many aspects of the Standard such as 
the benefits of achieving it, the barriers to liP recognition, and the Standard's 
impact on various both geographical areas of the UK (MHRM, 1997; Spilsbury et 
aI., 1995; Taylor and Parkinson, 1998) and the organisations themselves (Gaunt, 
1998; Hill and Steward, 1999). 
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Contributors to the liP literature include academics, practitioners/management 
consultants and organisations themselves, thus covering all 'angles'. The 
literature on liP falls into four broad areas (Down and Smith 1998). The first area 
is best described as the 'How to' literature that includes authors like Mason 
(1995), Thackwray and Taylor (1995), and also literature produced and distributed 
by liP UK. The second area is research commissioned by liP UK, with the focus 
here being best practice in the field of human resources and explanation of how to 
benchmark the existing liP Standard against best practice (Investors in People UK, 
1994). Spilsbury et al. (1995), and Hillage and Moralee (1996) are examples of 
the third area, which focuses mainly on the analysis of quantitative data from large 
scale surveys. The final area comprises qualitative, analytical research such as the 
studies by Bennett et al. (1994) and Rix et al. (1994). 
The studies discussed above have covered a number of areas relating to both the 
achievement of liP and the way it is delivered to organisations. Although some of 
the studies such as Gaunt (1998) and Smith et al. (2002) have focused on the 
experiences of SMEs, none explores how such organisations overcome the 
barriers to recognition. 
There is an in-depth understanding and knowledge of the liP Standard and of the 
factors that influence its take-up. The analytical framework developed by Smith 
et al. (2002) summarises current understanding and knowledge. Hill and Steward 
(1999) also offer a model to gauge whether small organisations should adopt liP. 
However, it appears that Smith et al. (2002) is the only paper that provides a 
framework for understanding all the barriers to liP encountered by SMEs, not just 
those influencing its adoption. Nonetheless, there is clearly a gap in 
understanding and knowledge with regard to the methods used to overcome the 
barriers. This study seeks to investigate that gap through the two research 
objectives stated below. It should be stressed that this study will not be seeking to 
'test' the analytical framework developed by Smith et aI., rather to expand it by 
identifying the most frequently reported barriers and, more importantly, 
identifying the methods used to overcome those barriers. Owing to time and 
funding restrictions, this study will focus on small organisations based in 
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Leicestershire, i.e., those employing fewer than 50 employees, as defined III 
section 3.1. 
1.4 Research Objectives 
The focus of this study is the methods used to overcome the barriers from 
adoption through to recognition ofIiP. The research programme is based on semi-
structured interviews with 20 small organisations from various industries. During 
the interviews, participants were first asked which of the most frequently reported 
barriers they had encountered. Having established the principal barriers, 
interviewees were then asked to describe the methods used to overcome the 
barriers to gain liP status. Hence, the purpose of this research is twofold: 
1) To identify the barriers encountered by small organisations III 
Lei cestershire 
2) To establish the methods used by those organisations to overcome the 
barriers. 
There is a significant benefit to be gained by undertaking this study. It will 
generate a greater understanding of how small organisations tackle the barriers 
encountered during the 'journey' to liP recognition, hence the findings should be 
of interest to newly committed organisations, academics, liP advisors/consultants 
and delivery agencies such as Business Links. 
1.5 Outline of Thesis 
The thesis comprises nine chapters, including this introduction. Chapter 2 
provides the reader with a better understanding of the liP Standard. It 
complements section 1.1 and discusses the structure of the Standard, explores the 
reasons why organisations seek liP recognition and examines the potential 
benefits of such recognition. 
In Chapter 3, the literature related to barriers to training and liP is discussed. The 
chapter concludes by summarising the most frequently reported barriers by 
adapting the analytical framework developed by Smith et al. (2002). The impact 
of the April 2000 changes to the Standard is also considered. 
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Chapter 4 presents a description of the methodology employed to investigate the 
barriers encountered by small organisations in Leicestershire and the methods 
used to overcome them. The development of the chosen fieldwork instrument is 
described. The details of the sample selection, pilot interviews and revisions to 
the interview guide are outlined. The qualitative methods used to analyse the data 
are explained and the reasons for their selection are outlined. The development of 
the coding system is also explained. 
The next four chapters are concerned with the analysis of the interviews. Chapters 
5, 6 and 7 explore the findings for the three size bands, described in section 4.1.8. 
They identify the methods used by the organisations in each of the three size 
bands to overcome the barriers encountered. 
Chapter 8 presents the findings of cross size band analysis. The use of the cross 
size band template (Section 4.2.2 and Appendix 11) was crucial in identifying the 
similarities and differences in the methods used by the different size bands to 
overcome the barriers encountered. 
Finally, Chapter 9 concludes the thesis, drawing together the findings outlined in 
the previous chapters. The significance of my findings is examined, and 
implications for academia, small organisations and policy makers are discussed. 
The limitations of the study are acknowledged and several recommendations for 
future research are proposed. 
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INVESTORS IN PEOPLE 
Chapter 2: An Introduction to Investors in People and its 
Potential Benefits 
The intention of the chapter is to give the reader a "better understanding of the 
Investors in People Standard. It will outline the principles behind the Standard, 
the reasons why organisations seek recognition to the Standard, the negative 
features of the Standard and the potential benefits that could be gained through 
Investor in People recognition. 
2.1 liP: The Standard 
This section will explain the structure of the Standard by outlining the principles 
of liP and the management processes associated with it. 
2.1.1 The Principles 
There are four principles that make up the Investors in People national Standard. 
Commitment (Principle 1): An Investor in People makes a 
commitment from the top to develop all employees to achieve its 
business objectives. 
Planning (Principle 2): An Investor in People regularly reviews the 
needs, and plans the training and development of its employees. 
Action (principle 3): An Investor in People takes action to train and 
develop individuals, on recruitment and throughout their employment. 
Evaluation (principle 4): An Investor in People evaluates the 
investment in training and development to assess achievement and 
improve future effectiveness. 
(Source: liP UK website) 
Within these four principles, 23 indicators have to be satisfied (see Appendix 2). 
The indicators reflect what an organisation is required to do to satisfy each 
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principle. All indicators must be met in order for an organisation to be recognised 
as an Investor in People. There are a number of indicators that are closely linked; 
if one indicator is not met then there is a strong possibility that further indicators 
would not be met. For example, indicator 2.6 states that objectives must be set 
prior to training. If this indicator is not addressed then it is highly unlikely that 
the evaluation criteria, indicators 4.1 to 4.3, would be met, because it is hard to 
evaluate an activity in the absence of objectives. 
2.1.2 Five Key Processes support these Principles: 
There are five key processes that help to support both the principles and the 
indicators. Appendix 4 shows how the above indicators and processes tie into one 
another and how management effectiveness is critical for the success of the 
Investors in People process. 
Communication: ensuring total clarity on what the organisation is 
trying to achieve, what is expected of people and how they contribute 
to its success. 
Planning: defining clear end goals, finding the right strategies for their 
achievement and identifying how people can best be equipped to play 
their role. 
Training and Development: the action needed to create and improve 
the skills, knowledge and personal qualities required at all levels. 
Review: continual monitoring of performance to determine and 
improve both individual and organisational effectiveness. 
Management effectiveness: the roles played by the managers at all 
levels in leading and supporting their people. The influence of 
management action underpins all other processes. 
(liP UK, 1997, pS-6) 
2.2 Why do Companies seek Investors in People accreditation? 
Finn (1994) sheds some light on why organisations seek liP status by commenting 
that 'for many of us, the sheer simplicity and potential power of the Investors in 
People model was, and still is, infectious. It has some very attractive features: 
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It is a human resource initiative which is genuinely about business 
improvement. 
Human resources development (HRD) In a learning cycle with 
business planning. 
The explicit encouragement of training and, in particular, development 
in organisations. 
The requirement that HRD focuses not just on individuals, but also on 
teams and organisations. 
The necessity for all the investment on training and development to be 
evaluated, activity-by-activity and against the strategy set out in the 
organisation's business plan' (Finn, 1994, p31). 
It is documented by Alberga et al. (1997) that Investors in People has helped to 
introduce Human Resource Management (HRM) practice into organisations and 
been a strong influence on employers in respect of HR. However, the adoption of 
formal HRM practice in Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) is still much 
debated. Some authors, such as Benmore and Palmer (1996), argue that it is not 
within the nature of SMEs to introduce formal HR procedures, whilst others argue 
that the introduction of these procedures in a formal way would help and not 
hinder SMEs (Goss and lones, 1994; and, Marlow and Patton, 1993). 
Kerr and McDougall (1999) set out four reasons why companies seek liP 
accreditation. Their study targeted organisations from different sectors that 
employed fewer than 50 employees. The first driving force for the adoption of the 
Standard was the attitude and motivation of the owner manager or the Managing 
Director. The second was that companies were looking for a public 
acknowledgement of quality for competitive reasons, because (potential) 
customers often only use organisations that are liP recognised. The third driving 
force was diversification. Five of the seven organisations in their study felt that 
liP would help them to change direction and assist their employees to adapt to the 
change. The final reason was to increase staff motivation. 
It must be noted that Kerr and McDougall's sample size was only 7, thus further 
research may be required to establish whether their findings hold true on a wider 
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scale. Not only was this study based on a small sample, but the organisations 
were selected only if they satisfied certain criteria. These criteria were very 
similar to the liP principles (see section 2.1.1), and the sample organisations were 
already doing much of what is required by the Standard. One could therefore 
argue that their reasons for seeking liP recognition simply reflected their existing 
training and development culture. 
Research carried out by Meridien Human Resource Management (MHRM) in 
1997 for Shropshire Chamber of Commerce, Training and Enterprise highlights 
another four reasons for commitment to Investors in People. The MHRM report 
found (1997, p8) four types of companies seeking recognition: 
Those concerned with improving outcomes for employees, notably 
greater employee involvement and the improvement of workplace 
relationships. 
Those concerned with improving their management systems, especially 
improved workplace procedures and internal communication. 
Those concerned with improving their business performance _ 
improving competitiveness and meeting customer requirements are key 
areas of concern. 
Those influenced by external factors such as prompting by the local 
TEC/Chamber of Commerce and/or the availability of funding 
Twenty-five organisations were interviewed for the above study. However, 
Shropshire Chamber of Commerce selected the participating organisations, and 
their selection may have been influenced in the knowledge that the organisations 
would respond in a specific way. 
The compames m the MHRM study (1997) committed to Investors for the 
following reasons: 
'Greater loyalty and commitment from employees which would 
ultimately lead to improved productivity' (p.39) 
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'They wanted to improve the quality of life for people that 
worked for them ...... a better educated and trained workforce 
would provide greater returns for the company' (p.42). 
However, for some companies, the second factor was actually a reason for not 
embarking on the Investors in People journey. Those companies considered it 'too 
risky to train their employees since they feared they could not retain them or that 
they would be poached by companies who reward the possession of transferable 
skills' (Hankinson 1994). The fear of employees leaving the organisation once 
they have new skills and knowledge is a barrier to training acknowledged by 
others, including: Goss and lones (1992); Storey (1994); Hendry et a1. (1995); 
Sargeant (1996b); and, 'Storey and Westhead (1997). 
The literature review suggests a number of driving forces for seeking liP and that 
these vary from organisation to organisation. There appears to be some consensus 
as to the motives for committing to liP. It would seem that there is a broad 
dividing line between those organisations that are seeking liP to develop 
individual and those organisations looking to improve corporate performance. 
Once an organisation has decided on implementing the liP Standard, the 
organisation commits to the Standard and the liP journey begins. 
2.3 The Investors in People Journey 
In this section of the chapter, the different stages of the journey to recognition are 
considered and explained. 
2.3.1 Getting started with liP 
The process of committing to liP is quite straightforward. Usually, the local 
Training and Enterprise Council (TEC) will contact local organisations to see 
whether they might be interested in the Standard. The next step involves a TEC 
advisor visiting the organisation to 'sell' the Standard further. If the organisation 
is persuaded by the merits of liP, it makes a 'public commitment' by writing a 
letter of commitment to the Chief Executive of the TEC. Once this letter has been 
received, the first stage is to establish how the organisation currently compares to 
the indicators of the Standard. This process is known as a 'diagnostic'. An 
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advisor from the TEe, either through interviews with employees, staff surveys or 
the administration of a strategic review with senior management, assesses the 
procedures already in place. The report from the diagnostic identifies the gap 
between existing procedures and those needed for liP recognition. An action plan 
is then drawn up in consultation with the liP 'champion' of the organisation or a 
member of senior management depending on the size of the organisation. 
2.3.2 The Implementation 
During the implementation stage of the process, the organisation introduces the 
procedures and systems that are missing. The implementation time varies 
depending on the number of procedures to be introduced and whether the 
organisation encounters any barriers. The barriers will be discussed in the 
following chapter. 
2.3.3 The Assessment 
Having worked on the implementation of the Standard, typically for about twelve 
to eighteen months, most organisations should be at a stage where they are ready 
to be assessed against the Standard. Usually, the advisor arranges a pre-
assessment, a few months prior to the actual assessment. The advisor conducts a 
'mock' assessment to ensure that there are no areas that have been missed. 
Assuming that the pre-assessment proves satisfactory, the formal assessment is 
booked. 
An independent organisation, not linked to TEes and which has had no contact 
with the client organisation, arranges for an independent assessor from a similar 
industry background to assess the organisation. A portfolio of evidence prepared 
by the organisation seeking recognition is presented to the assessor prior to the 
formal assessment. The portfolio contains information on how the organisation 
meets the Standard, including the three documents critical to the assessment: the 
business plan; the training and development plan; and, the plan outlining the 
resources available to satisfy the training and development needs. For example, 
financial resources available or the amount of time a manager will spend coaching 
an employee. 
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The portfolio contains a list of all employees, and the assessor selects a 
representative sample to interview during the assessment. Once the interviews are 
completed, the assessor decides whether the organisation should be recognised as 
an Investor in People or whether recognition should be deferred. The assessor 
then produces a report, which is presented to a recognition panel in the case of a 
successful organisation or made available as a form of feedback on the areas that 
need improving if deferral is the outcome. 
2.3.4 Reassessment 
Up until July 1997, the reassessment of an organisation, recognised as an Investor 
in People, would take place within three years, with annual 'health checks' 
conducted by the advisor. Organisations recognised after July 1997 have some 
flexibility regarding reassessment. They can be reassessed every twelve to fifteen 
months, or every three years. If an organisation chooses the former option, it 
cannot change to the three-year cycle until it has been reassessed three times. 
2.4 Negative Features of the Investors in People Standard 
Amongst the literature, there are some papers that highlight the negative features 
of the Standard and associated processes. These papers include Evans & 
McLachlan (1994); Finn (1994); Alberga et al. (1997); and, MHRM (1997). 
Alberga et al. (1997) note that organisations perceive that liP relies on a stable 
environment where business plans can be clearly specified, and where the 
organisation is not going through change. 
More generally, Investors in People is perceived to be costly, bureaucratic and 
time consuming. Some organisations are put off by what they see as high costs of 
assessment in relation to the extra benefits of liP status (Evans and McLachlan, 
1994). A number of other studies, such as Gaunt (1998), Hillage and Moralee 
(1996), and Smith et al. (2002), suggest that the process is too bureaucratic and 
that some organisations refuse to commit to the Standard for this reason. Other 
criticisms centre on the delivery of liP (Gaunt, 1998; and, Hillage and Moralee, 
1996). The assessors are not thought to be in tune with the organisation. The 
assessment and reassessment process is criticised for being overcomplicated in 
terms of the portfolio to be produced. The production of the portfolio is difficult 
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since organisations become confused as to what evidence should be included. In 
Evans and McLachlan (1994), Finn disagrees with the need for a portfolio as he 
claimed (p 15) that 'the only document you must have for liP is a flexible business 
plan'. If this were the case, then many more organisations may be encouraged to 
commit to the Standard. 
A contributing factor to the confusion over the portfolio requirement is the 
language used in the Standard; for example, the wording of the 23 indicators is 
reported as being too vague. It is suggested by Alberga et al. (1997, p58) that the 
language used in the Standard is 'out of date'. However, the Standard was 
conceived in the late 1980s and the language used in the Standard might be out of 
date for today's organisations and business world. 
The costs of implementing liP have also been criticised. These costs can be split 
into two types: internal and external. Internal costs are described by Ashby (1996) 
as costs for 'internal liP facilitation and co-ordination; time of managers; and, 
other resources' (p22). External costs are described as the cost of liP advisors; 
external trainer cost and assessor costs (Ashby, 1996, p21). 
Hillage and Moralee (1996) report two types of costs: start up costs - such as 
consultancy and assessment fees, and investment in training (P43); and ongoing 
costs - such as more employee downtime, higher spending on training and 
increased management costs (P44). The costs of implementation must be 
compared to the potential benefits. For a decision to commit to liP, the benefits 
should obviously outweigh the costs of implementation. 
Hudek (1998) comments that Investors can be used as a shield for inadequate 
leadership. However, the author also argues (P2) that 'the Investors framework is 
well placed to provide a Trojan horse for the much bigger ticket of change 
management'. Hudek highlights the fact that the Standard might be used to cover 
up inefficiencies within an organisation, but also acknowledges it can be a very 
good vehicle for implementing a change programme. 
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2.5 Benefits of being an Investor in People 
The concept of 'business benefits' is not a simple construct (Down and Smith 
1998). The benefits from recognition as an Investor in People are subject to 
debate. Three broad areas of benefits can be identified in the literature: General 
Organisational; Bottom Line Performance; and Individual Benefits. 
2.5.1 General Organisational Benefits 
The literature review produced numerous general organisational benefits that can 
be reaped from liP accreditation. The respondents in the Ashby (1996, p2) study 
mentioned a number of benefits, which include: 
liP forces management to engage with their staff and, as a result, 
improves management performance 
It assists in breaking down the barriers between professional and 
support staff; the role of managers is clarified 
liP modernises the organisation and helps it to move away from a 
'command and control' culture 
liP is a framework to engender longer term thinking 
Investors in People facilitates equal opportunities. 
HiIIage and Moralee (1996) suggest that, through liP, employers can become 
systematic in their approach to training and that training is concentrated more on 
employees who require it. Adding to these comments, Down and Smith (1998) 
argue that the most predictable benefit to be gained from the Standard, given its 
emphasis on the evaluation of training and development, is in training. liP results 
in more direct spending on training, and the funds are applied in a more 
systematic manner. One company commented that the most important direct 
financial benefit is a reduction in the cost of training (Down and Smith, 1998, 
p 148/9). Furthermore, the additional benefit of increased targeting, monitoring 
and evaluation of investment in training is widespread across the sample (p 152). 
Down and Smith seem to imply that training has to be formal. However, many 
SMEs recognised as Investors in People use mainly informal, on-the-job training 
(Hill age and Moralee 1996). As mentioned above (Section 2.2), it is not in the 
nature of SMEs to adopt formal procedures hence it is not surprising that informal 
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training is so widely used by SMEs. Indeed, it is the only form of training 
available to many small businesses. The exclusion of informal training by Down 
and Smith therefore weakens their study. 
Collins (1994) and Winterton and Winterton (1996) comment that the integration 
of business and training plans is seen as beneficial, with the link between training 
and business needs being strengthened through a more disciplined and structured 
approach. In Smith et al. (2002), over eighty percent of the sample viewed this 
linkage as a benefit that can be gained from liP recognition, and this view is 
widely held in the literature. 
liP UK (1997) puts forward three main HR benefits from gaining recognition, 
namely the clearer link between strategic planning and human resource 
management, the focusing of training needs to business needs, and the improved 
evaluation systems. These three benefits are also amongst the top four benefits 
cited in Smith et al. (2002). 
2.5.2 Bottom Line Benefits 
Previous research has identified a number of 'bottom line' benefits although there 
is some disagreement on the exact nature of these benefits. liP UK (1994) 
suggests a number of performance benefits ofthe Standard. These include: 
Increased sales 
Improvements in market share 
Improvement in productivity 
Reduction of costs. 
Spilsbury et al. (1995) present both qualitative and quantitative evidence to 
suggest that organisations secure performance improvements from achieving the 
Standard. They conclude that 'of those that had experienced a change in 
performance, two thirds believed that Investors had contributed positively to that 
change' (Spilsbury et aI., 1995, p104). 
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In liP UK (1997), the authors suggest that 'Investor in People organisations tend 
to perform better than their competitors' (P5). This claim is supported by 
evidence from research carried out, which included small organisations, by 
Collins et al. (1996) for liP UK. The Collins report highlights a number of areas 
where Investor in People organisations out-performed their competitors. Financial 
ratios are used to 'prove that productivity and profitability, amongst others, are 
positively influenced by the adoption of the Investor in People framework' (see 
Collins et al. (1996) for detailed figures and ratios). 
The research conducted by MHRM (1997) also points to improved customer 
satisfaction, competitiveness and efficiency, in addition to the financial benefits 
already mentioned. Alberga et al. (1999) conclude that 'there is a clear perceived 
association between improved business performance - in terms of customer 
service; increased productivity; lower levels of employee turnover - and improved 
employee motivation among organisations which had achieved recognised status 
with liP' (P55). 
However, Down and Smith (1998) comment that 'a striking feature of the 
subject's responses was that almost all stated that there was no benefit or 
discernible benefit to 'bottom line' business performance' (P148/149). Despite 
this assertion, most of the literature does point towards bottom line benefits. 
The Down and Smith study focused on the southwest region of England and only 
had a sample size of 10. It is therefore quite possible that these ten organisations 
did not experience any bottom line benefits but their findings cannot be taken to 
represent the norm. The Spilsbury et al. (1995) and Alberga et al. (1999) studies 
were based on much larger samples and their results are more likely to be 
representative of the national trend. 
From the literature, it can be concluded that there are a number of 'bottom line' 
improvements to be gained from liP recognition, although the exact benefits are 
still unclear. 
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2.5.3 Employee Benefits 
A number of studies support Alberga et al. (1999) in claiming that liP status 
seems to improve employee motivation. 
Ashby (1996) outlines a range of perceived employee benefits including: 
Increased motivation 
Increased employee flexibility and productivity 
Recognition and acknowledgement of the role played by the individual 
in the delivery of the organisation's goals 
Increased confidence 
Improved communication and the opportunity for the employees to 
communicate with management. 
Smith et al. (2002) also identified what can be termed as employee benefits. 'A 
more highly motivated staff and 'improved employee relations' were mentioned 
by more than: sixty percent of their sample. 
Hillage and Moralee (1996) found that six in ten employers involved with liP had 
seen improvements in some aspects of their workforce as a result of their 
participation in the Standard. Hillage and Moralee (1996) found the main 
improvements to be in: 
Employees' understanding ofthe business (58% of respondents) 
Employees' skills and competences (51 % of respondents) 
Employee commitment (51% of respondents) 
Employee communications (47% of respondents) 
The three studies cited above were based on large samples and the employee 
benefits identified were similar. There seems to be consensus that the potential 
employee benefits are more evident than the bottom line benefits discussed earlier. 
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2.6 Conclusion 
This chapter has discussed the background of liP, highlighted the reasons why 
organisations became committed to the Standard, mentioned the negative features 
of liP and outlined the potential benefits of the Standard. While a number of 
benefits have been described, reaping those benefits does not come easily. 
Organisations have to negotiate a number of barriers relating to the procedures 
required by the Standard and those relating to training in organisations. These 
barriers will be discussed in the following chapter. 
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INVESTORS IN PEOPLE 
Chapter 3: Barriers to the adoption by Small Firms of Training 
and the Investors in People Standard 
This chapter begins by briefly discussing the importance of small organisations to 
the UK economy. The chapter then moves on to defining a 'small' organisation 
and addressing the issues associated with this definition. As training is at the core 
of the Standard, the chapter will then touch on the barriers to the adoption of 
training. This chapter then focuses on the barriers to accreditation experienced by 
organisations currently recognised as Investors in People and addresses specific 
barriers relating to Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs). Although the 
focus of this study is on small organisations, the literature review includes a 
number of studies that investigated the wider sector of SMEs. This stance can be 
defended. Most of the research in this field focuses on SMEs, and there is rarely 
any reference in previous studies to the different sizes of organisations within the 
broad SME bracket. Indeed there is so little specific reference to small, rather 
than SME organisations, that a literature review focusing on only small 
organisations would not be possible. The chapter concludes by summarising the 
most frequently reported barriers. 
3.1 Small Organisations and the UK economy 
There is no doubt that small enterprises form a major part of the total number of 
organisations in the UK. Their importance to the UK economy is significant, 
although frequently underestimated (Storey, 1994). However, establishing the 
exact number of small organisations is an arduous task, because there is no 
accepted definition of a 'small' organisation. There are a number of different 
ways in which a small organisation could be defined, as will be discussed in 
section 3.2, and a number of agencies do publish statistics on this sector. The 
Small Business Service (SBS) (2001) estimates that there are 3.7 million 
organisations in UK, of which 'only 25,000 were medium sized (50 to 249) and 
less than 7,000 were large (250 or more employees)'. The SBS (2001) estimates 
that small organisations (those with fewer than 50 employees) account for '99 
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percent of businesses, 44 percent of non-government employment and 37 percent 
of all UK turnover'. The contribution of small organisations varies from one 
industry to another. For example, according to SBS (2001), organisations with 
fewer than 50 employees account for 76 percent of employment in the 
construction industry but only 14 percent in the finance sector. 
It is obvious from these statistics that small organisations play an important role in 
UK industry and Curran and Blackburn (2001 p2) suggest that one cannot argue 
that ' ... small and micro business are marginal to the UK economy'. Indeed, 
Curran (1998) argues that, based on the number of employees: 'the small and 
large enterprise sectors are as important as each other (p5)' in their contribution to 
the UK economy in terms of non-government employment and turnover. 
The number of small organisations in the UK over the past two decades has 
increased (Storey, 1994; Curran, 1998; and Curran and Blackburn 2001). Curran 
(1998) suggests seven reasons for this increase, including changes in technology, 
economic restructuring and the emergence of the global economy, income effects 
and new patterns of consumerism, and the increase in outsourcing and the vertical 
disintegration of large enterprises. 
Developments in technology have enabled small firms to enter the field of 
computing and electronics (Curran, 1998). In particular, communication 
breakthroughs such as e-mail and the internet have opened new markets for small 
organisations. Curran (1998) argues that the restructuring of the economy has 
seen large manufacturing industries, such as ship building and coal mining, give 
ground to the service sector. It is further suggested that consumers' preferences 
have shifted towards niche markets, thus giving small organisations the 
opportunity to develop niche products and adapt to the demands of consumers 
more readily than their larger counterparts. Increased outsourcing by large 
organisations of services such as cleaning and catering has also created 
opportunities for small firms. 
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Despite increasing recognition of the contribution of small organisations to the 
UK economy, there is still a debate as to how such firms should be defined. The 
problems of classifying firms by size are explored below. 
3.2 Defining Small organisations 
As stated above, there is no fixed definition of a small organisation, in fact 
throughout the literature various definitions exist. Organisations can be defined in 
different ways, such as by number of employees or by turnover, but a single base 
unit may not be appropriate across all sectors of the economy. 
As a starting point, an organisation is classified as small, by UK law, if it meets 
two of the three criteria below: 
'a turnover of not more than £2.8 million; 
a balance sheet total of not more than £1.4 million; 
not more than 50 employees'. 
Source: Carter and Jones-Evans (2000) 
Although this is the legal viewpoint on defining a small organisation, the criteria 
are not necessarily accepted within the world of academic research. For example, 
some researchers only use one of the criteria to define a small organisation. 
3.2.1 Employment based definitions 
The most recent EUIDTI definition (DTI, 2001) of a 'small' organisation is one 
with fewer than 50 employees, with a micro firm having fewer than 10 employees. 
However, although this is a recognised and often used definition for a small 
organisation, some authors disagree with it. Bums and Dewhurst (1996, p4) 
argued that European small businesses employ fewer than 200 employees. Storey 
and Westhead (1997) note that there are 'major difficulties with definitions' and 
that 'a broad rule of thumb is that small firms have fewer than 100 employees 
(and generally fewer than 50)' (p68). 
Defining organisations by using the number of employees as a base unit has its 
advantages; it is simple, and the infonnation should be easily accessible as it is 
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collected for national statistics. There is not much sensitivity for organisations in 
disclosing their number of employees, hence the information can be easily 
collected. Curran and Blackburn (2001) argue that definitions based on the 
number of employees are often used because ' ... they are quantitative. 
Quantitative definitions are seen as 'objective' and are amenable to statistical 
manipulation' (PlO). However, this base unit has its disadvantages, the most 
significant being variance between different sectors of the economy (Curran and 
Blackburn, 2001; Storey, 1994). For example, an accountancy firm with 45 
employees might be considered as a large accountancy firm. However, a 
manufacturing organisation employing the same number of employees might be 
viewed as small. Another issue that must be considered when collecting the 
number of employees in an organisation is ensuring that all employees are 
included. It might be that organisations include only full-time employees in their 
headcount and thus part-time and casual workers would not be included (Curran 
and Blackburn, 2001). 
3.2.2 Financial based definitions 
The use of financial parameters to define organisations, as suggested in the legal 
definition above, has its complications. Firstly, as with employment figures, it is 
very much sectoral. For example, a very successful training provider employing 
25 people with international clients and a turnover of £10 million might be 
classified as large. However, an IT consultancy with 10 employees and a turnover 
of £5 million would be viewed as smaller when, in fact, it has a greater turnover 
per capita. Another, probably more significant concern in using financial 
information relates to the disclosure of this type of information by organisations. 
Organisations registered as a company have to publish their accounts. However, 
Curran and Blackburn (2001) suggest that nearly half of all organisations are not 
formally registered, hence there is no requirement to make their accounts public. 
Financially based definitions, over time, also become 'less useful' (Curran and 
Blackburn, 2001). By setting a specific parameter for a small organisation, say 
turnover in 1995, comparisons with organisations having a similar turnover in 
2000 are misleading as the parameter will not take into account the effects of 
inflation. 
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3.2.3 Grounded definitions 
Grounded definitions are used to eliminate the sectoral differences apparent in 
defining small organisations. However, in order to create a grounded definition, a 
great deal of research and investigation is needed to arrive at an appropriate 
definition for the dataset in question. Curran and Blackbum (2001) argue that 
interviews are required to establish what is deemed as small in the dataset. This 
becomes complicated and very time consuming, process as various sectors must 
be consulted on what is viewed as small within their sector. The grounded 
approach, therefore, makes comparisons across sectors almost impossible (Curran 
and Blackbum, 2001). 
3.2.4 The Definition used in this Study 
The researcher considers that, despite its drawbacks, a definition based on the 
number of employees is best suited to this study. Using a financial definition 
would be difficult. The focus here is on small organisations, and obtaining 
financial information from these types of organisations, then deciding what 
constitutes a small firm, would be very time-consuming. Time was a resource that 
was not available in this study. Likewise, the use of grounded definitions that 
would require a significant period of investigation was not appropriate for this 
study. 
Various authors (Storey, 1994; Curran and Blackbum, 1994; and Burrows, 1991) 
have commented that there is no one definition of small organisations, hence 
definitions have to be appropriate for the context of a study and the question(s) 
being investigated. In the current study, the subject being investigated, i.e. how 
small organisations overcome the barriers to liP, has clear links to earlier 
academic studies and reports from government agencies. Previous researchers 
and most government bodies classify firms according to the number of employees. 
The results of the current study will be used to develop the contribution of 
previous studies. If a different definition is used, it would be difficult to justify 
the inclusion of the barriers identified in previous studies as the central theme of 
this study. 
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An important element of the decision to use an employment based definition was 
that the local Training and Enterprise Council (TEC) partly sponsored this 
research. Without compromising academic integrity, the results must be 
meaningful to the TEe's activities. For the reasons outlined above, therefore, the 
current study will use the EU definitions for micro and small organisations. In 
order to create three size bands to allow for a cross case comparison, the 'small' 
organisations were split into two groups; 10 to 25, and 26 to 49 employees. Those 
employing under 10 staff constituted the third group used in this study. This size 
of organisation has attracted the term 'micro' in some of the literature. 
It became apparent during the literature review that very few papers solely focus 
on small businesses and liP, and many did not differentiate between the various 
sizes within the broad SME sector. Had this literature review discarded any 
research making reference to SMEs, there would have been little scope to build an 
accurate and informative picture of the types of barriers that potentially influence 
small organisations pursuing liP recognition. It was also felt that the findings of 
studies focusing on SMEs would inform the structure of the fieldwork of this 
study. The resulting fieldwork would help to expand the literature on small 
organisations by establishing whether they did indeed encounter the barriers 
identified and reported under the SME umbrella. Furthermore, research into how 
small organisations overcome the barriers identified would further academic 
knowledge in this field. It would also form a practical contribution to the 
literature; practitioners would be provided with insights on how to help small 
organisations experiencing problems with these barriers. The information may 
prove to be very useful in convincing small organisations that the barriers are 
surmountable by providing them with 'real' solutions used by small organisations 
which have achieved liP recognition. However, the prime purpose of the present 
study was to investigate the gap in the literature relating to the methods used by 
small organisations to overcome the barriers to liP adoption and recognition. 
Hence, the literature review below includes small organisations and SMEs. 
3.3 Barriers to the adoption of Training 
Training is at the forefront of the Standard, hence examination of the barriers to its 
adoption is essential. Bridge et al. (1998) highlight five areas where barriers to 
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training may exist in small businesses. These five areas can be classified under 
two broad headings: Costs; and Attitudes. 
3.3.1 Costs 
In referring to the 'costs' of training, this can be a complex package of factors. 
For example, the cost of training for a small firm could include the direct cost of 
the programme, the indirect cost of releasing staff and providing suitable cover, 
and concerns regarding the relevance and effectiveness of training. Bridge et al. 
(1998, p115) list the following reasons why the cost of training is an issue for 
SMEs. These issues are explored in this sub-section. 
Time is the most valuable and precious resource, and time spent on 
training is considered to be a cost not an investment 
Time spent training is time not working 
Much of training is not relevant 
Much of training is not effective. 
Many authors confirm the views of Bridge et al. (1998). In Johnson and Gubbins 
(1992), many respondents claimed the training was too costly. Fuller et al. (1992) 
reported that the cost of external training courses prevented 58 per cent of 
respondents from sending employees on training courses. However, Vickerstaff 
(1992) stated that many companies use the excuse that external training is too 
expensive when, in reality, many of them do not have the processes in the place to 
evaluate the real cost of training opportunities. 
Storey and Westhead (1997) and Westhead and Storey (1996) explain why 
external training courses are more expensive for SMEs. They argue that 
providing training is more expensive because the training provider has to be more 
specific when designing a training programme for a SME, and offer a 
'differentiated product'. Storey and Westhead (1997) explain that the training 
costs per employee are much higher for SMEs because they are unable to spread 
the fixed costs involved over as large a number of employees. 
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According to Bridge et al. (1998), the management of SMEs see formal training 
programmes as a waste of time, very costly not only in the direct costs of the 
course itselfbut indirectly in terms of the opportunity costs incurred by employees 
attending an external training programme. The opportunity costs of having 
employees away from the workplace is far greater than for larger organisations for 
the simple reason that the input of an employee in an SME would be missed more 
than in a larger organisation. The importance of one employee increases the 
smaller the organisation gets. For SMEs, time is a crucial asset and the 
opportunity cost of training is often cited as a reason for neither training 
employees nor sending employees on training programmes (see Jennings et aI., 
1992; Hendry et aI., 1991). For some organisations, the opportunity cost of 
external training goes further than the indirect costs of loss of production. Some 
owner-managers are reluctant to invest in management training and development 
as they expect the managers to move on to another organisations (as discussed in 
Chapter 2, section 2.2), creating an opportunity cost of losing both a manager and 
the investment in training (Storey and Westhead, 1997). Although many authors 
such as Hendry et al. (1995) report that threat as a reason not to train, Pettigrew et 
al. (1989) argue that it is more frequently used to camouflage the fact that an 
organisation would not train regardless of the threat from 'poachers'. 
3.3.2 Attitudes 
Bridge et al. (1998) found negative attitudes towards training were a barrier. The 
literature highlights that 'attitudes of small businesses to training are quite distinct 
and consistently more negative' than larger organisations (Sargeant, 1996b, p240). 
The barrier could stem from three factors: bad experiences with formal training, 
e.g., schools; failure to perceive the need for training and acknowledge the 
potential benefits that may occur; and, a belief that the benefits would not last 
(Bridge et aI., 1998, p114-115). Kirby's (1990) comment that 'a bad training 
experience can be damaging to training provision' echoes the second factor. In 
relation to the final element, Rix et al. (1994) found that training is viewed with 
suspicion, as employees believe that it is a multi-skilling exercise that will result 
in redundancies. Hendry et al. (1991, 1995) comment that owner managers feel 
that any training over and beyond what is needed to do a job is a 'luxury' that can 
be provided by an organisation only when sufficient profits have been achieved. 
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One of the major problems in convincing small businesses to train their employees 
is that much scepticism has been developed over the years by small organisations 
concerning the value of training (Kirby, 1990; Jennings et aI., 1992). This 
scepticism comes partly from the failure of the training providers to provide 
tailored programmes for SMEs as outlined above. Another contributing factor to 
this lack of conviction is that many small businesses feel that the 'Government 
Policy on training has been heavily biased towards the concerns and the resources 
of large companies' (Vickerstaff, 1992, pI) and that the 'training policies have 
been designed at them rather than for them' (Vickerstaff, 1992, p9). Jennings et 
al. (1992) summed up these concerns by citing Storey (1987): 
'One root cause of the disappointing participation rate may be the lack of a 
coherent and consistent Central Government policy towards SME management 
training, development and advisory services, which has led to fragmented and 
piecemeal provision with marked regional variations. (Jennings et aI., 1992, p2). 
The perceived lack of relevance, especially where there is no desire to improve or 
grow the business, where the business wants solutions to yesterday's problems 
today, and where the owner/manager is not prepared to look ahead, are major 
barriers towards training (Bridge et aI., 1998, p 114-115). Many organisations 
believe that management skills cannot be taught on a course and that the content 
of such courses is irrelevant in practice (Sargeant, 1996b; Gibb, 1997). There is 
also a weak link between training and increased performance (Westhead and 
Storey, 1996). Thus, trying to convince small businesses to invest in something 
where the return on that investment is uncertain is difficult, as it is hard for a small 
business to justify the expenditure (Storey and Westhead, 1997). 
Bridge et al. (1998, p 114-115) identify the promotion of training as an issue. 
They claim that the word 'training' is a turn-off that tends to suggest 
'paternalism' . 
'Apprehension' about training is the last barrier suggested by Bridge et al. (1998). 
They report that this apprehension could be associated with: 
Too many courses on offer, 
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Too many agencies, 
They (SMEs) may be sold something they do not need 
It is an admission of defeat 
It exposes oneself and one's business to outside scrutiny. 
The latter point is partly found in Jennings et aI. (1992). They argue that the 
reluctance or apprehension to train employees may come from entrepreneurs' 
unwillingness to admit that they have training and development needs. This could 
be seen as 'an admission of a deficiency or inadequacy in the business or in the 
entrepreneurs themselves' (Jennings et aI., 1992, pI). This is complemented by 
the entrepreneurs' 'failure to recognise management deficiencies' (Jennings et aI., 
1992, pl1). 
It would appear from the literature that the main barriers to training mainly relate 
to the attitude and perception of the management in small organisations, rather 
than any barriers specific to training itself such as time or cost. However, the way 
in which SMEs operate can also affect the adoption of training. 
3.3.3 Training in SMEs 
Throughout the literature, the formality of training and levels of provision are 
found to increase with the size of the organisations (Westhead and Storey, 1996; 
Cambridge Small Business Research Centre, 1992; Marshall et aI., 1995; Goss 
and Jones, 1992). SMEs, regardless of the definition used, are renowned for their 
use of informal on-the-job training. Johnson and Gubbins (1992) suggested there 
are 'no reasons to believe that informal training was inferior to formal training 
approaches' (P33). However, a negative side of informal training is that small 
businesses may not necessarily recognise it as training (Ross, 1993; Vickerstaff, 
1992). Another potential problem is that informal training can be 'narrowing', 
because it does not equip employees with skills that are transferable - the skills are 
firm specific (Greedy and Whitfield, cited in Westhead and Storey, 1996, pI9). 
Although this would be a motivational factor for organisations as employees are 
less likely to be poached, training may be seen as less attractive for employees as 
they would not be able to transfer skills to other organisations. 
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These shortfalls may be viewed as significant if an SME is seeking liP 
recognition, given the perceived formality required by the Standard. However, 
Curran et al. (1996) and other authors have stressed the importance of informal 
training within SMEs. It could be argued that informal training is at the heart of 
many small businesses, even if many of them do not class their on-the-job training 
as actual training. Curran et al. (1997) reveal that 55 per cent of 75 owner-
managers in a national survey did not offer formal training provision but relied 
upon informal training approaches. Curran et al. conclude by stating: 
'The importance of informal training is difficult to over-state. Not only is 
informal, in-house training important but, for many small firms, it is their only 
form of training [emphasis in the original]. For others, it is their preferred mode 
of training: external training is often regarded as second best in terms of their 
ability to meet their needs' (Curran et aI., 1997, p97). 
As discussed in the Section 2.2 and 2.5.1 above, the informal approach is a key 
characteristic of SMEs in their activities; hence the importance placed on informal 
training is not surprising. 
Another factor that influences training in an SME, or indeed any organisation, is 
its environment. The environment of an organisation includes all political, 
economic, sociocultural and technological influences that dictate the way in which 
an organisation operates (Johnson and Scholes, 1999). The environment of the 
organisation is often cited as a barrier to training (Burke and Baldwin, 1999), as it 
can be detrimental to the amount of training that employees receive. In Vickerstaff 
(1992), 67 per cent of respondents commented that the pressures of working in a 
SME environment prevent the release of employees for training. With Investors 
in People, the organisation should be striving towards an environment where 
employers are able to release employees for, and be totally supportive of, their 
training and development. However, according to Fuller et al. (1992), small 
businesses are well known for their short-term attitude. If this characteristic is the 
norm, it could have a major influence on the training and development of 
employees. Some training and development opportunities have a long payback 
period and hence the investment in training programmes may take some years to 
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flourish. For many small businesses, a long payback period is not appropriate, as 
they may not survive long enough to see the benefits of training (Storey and 
Westhead, 1994). These small businesses would tend to take the view that 
training is not relevant. 
The importance of informal training to SMEs is evident (Curran et aI., 1996). 
However, some studies have ignored this type of training. For example, Cromie et 
al. (1995) identified that family-run organisations were not enthusiastic about 
formal training, whereas those businesses where the family was no longer 
involved in the running of the organisations did favour formal training. The fact 
that such organisations were not enthusiastic about formal training did not rule out 
informal training for their employees. 
3.3.4 Summary of Barriers to the Adoption of Training 
There are a number of factors that influence the take-up of training in SMEs. The 
main factors are that training is too costly, in terms of developing training 
programmes for SMEs (Storey and Westhead, 1997; Westhead and Storey, 1996) 
and sending employees on training courses. The attitudes towards training and the 
background of the senior management are crucial in the take up of training by 
SMEs. The environment and ways of doing business of SMEs also create barriers 
to the take up of training. Having established what seem to be the main barriers to 
training, the barriers associated directly with the Standard are now considered 
below. 
3.4 Barriers to achieving the Investors in People Standard 
A number of studies highlight barriers that organisations encounter during the 
pursuit of liP accreditation. However, only three studies specifically address the 
issue of barriers to recognition, namely Hillage and Moralee (1996), Gaunt (1998) 
and Smith et al. (2002). The latter two studies focused on SMEs, although the 
Gaunt study did not include organisations with fewer than 10 employees (Le., 
micro organisations as defined by the EUIDTI). The Hillage and Moralee study 
included organisations of all sizes. A publication by liP UK (1996) also claims to 
look at barriers experienced by large organisations. However, that publication 
'Yas based on Hillage and Moralee (1996); only one third of the sample in Hillage 
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and Moralee comprised organisations with more than 200 employees. Thus, the 
information in the liP UK (1996) publication was misleading. The literature 
focuses on the liP barriers in general and those experienced by SMEs in particular. 
These are discussed below (Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 respectively). 
3.4.1 liP Barriers in General 
The Hillage and Moralee (1996) survey consisted of 1,800 employers, including 
590 large employers. The sample contained not only companies committed to 
Investors in People, but also non-committed organisations in order to gain 
information on why these organisations had not committed. The data were 
collected through two surveys and also case study interviews. 
Part of the Hillage and Moralee study focused on the problems encountered by 
organisations in achieving the Standard. Information was gathered in relation to: 
a) whether the organisations had been committed for a long period of 
time, 
b) whether the organisations had encountered any resistance to the 
implementation of the Standard, 
c) whether those organisations recognised as Investors in People found 
the journey to assessment more difficult than they had expected, 
d) those employers who had 'dropped out' or had to put the Investors 
process 'on-hold'. 
These four groups are now considered in turn below. 
3.4.1.1 Long Term Commitments 
Ninety percent of these organisations commented that the process had taken 
longer than anticipated when they committed to the Standard. The barriers 
identified were mostly related to the 'lack oftime or resources available within the 
organisation, and lack of senior management support' (Hill age and Moralee, 1996, 
p21). Supporting these findings, Smith et al. (2002) note that half of the 
organisations in their study commented that the need to gain management 
commitment was an issue. 
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Only six organisations, in Hillage and Moralee, mentioned problems specific to 
the implementation of the requirements of the Standard, such as evaluation or 
appraisal. Some organisations had committed to the Standard with few, if any, 
procedures in place and therefore problems were associated with the time needed 
to implement the procedures required. The gathering of the evidence for, and the 
'construction' of, the portfolio were also areas that led to an increased time to 
recognition. 
It would appear that these organisations had management teams that were not 
fully committed and had a misconceived view on the requirements of the 
Standard. These factors led to a long period of commitment that the organisations 
did not foresee. 
3.4.1.2 Resistance encountered 
Organisations named three sources of resistance to liP. The main source of 
resistance came from the employees, cited by 40 percent of the organisations. The 
management was identified as the second source by nearly one in three 
companies. Twenty five percent of the companies reported that the 'workforce as 
a whole seemed resistant' (Hill age and Moralee, 1996, p22). In addition, the 
larger organisations seemed to suffer more from internal resistance, but 
organisations with fewer than 50 employees encountered more employee 
resistance. This suggests that the management teams of these small organisations 
were more committed to achieving the Standard. The nature of the internal 
resistance was not made clear although suggestions by respondents generally 
relate to employees' resistance to change towards a certain aspect of the Standard, 
for example, the introduction of an appraisal system. This example illustrates the 
level of confusion associated with liP, which does not require a formal appraisal 
system, merely that employers review training and development needs regularly 
against goals and targets at the organisation, team and individual level. 
3.4.1.3 Finding the Standard more difficult than expected 
The third group consisted of recognised organisations that had found the process 
more difficult than expected. They put forward four main reasons. The time 
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required to implement liP was cited by 20 percent of organisations. The liP 
publication (liP UK, 1996) suggests that the fact that some organisations had few, 
if any, processes in place at the outset tended to push the time to recognition 
beyond the organisation's expected time scale. Another reason, also cited by 20 
percent of the organisations, was that the process was perceived to be 'more 
rigorous and/or of a higher Standard' (Hillage and Moralee, 1996, p23) than 
expected. Smith et al. (2002) reported that forty five percent of organisations 
mentioned that the process took longer, and needed more effort, than anticipated. 
The third reason, affecting one in seven organisations in this group, was 
'difficulties with the amount of paperwork involved' (Hill age and Moralee, 1996, 
p23). The specific problem was not disclosed, but one could assume that this 
might relate to the construction of the portfolio, given comments made above. 
Three further reasons were highlighted, each quoted by one in ten of the 
respondents: the Standard required 'more work than expected'; they encountered 
'problems with the evaluation and assessment process'; and 'difficulty gaining 
support and/or commitment from employees' (Hill age and Moralee, 1996, p23). 
According to liP UK (1996), organisations commented that they were confused by 
the assessment requirements, especially with regard to the portfolio of evidence. 
If the advisors had clarified what was needed, this should have been easily 
overcome. However, advisors' support was reported to be another barrier by 
Hillage and Moralee (1996). The problem concerning the evaluation process was 
'usually identified where meaningful training structures did not exist and/or were 
not understood' (liP UK, 1996, p9). Although one has to be wary of the 
comments made in the liP UK publication, as the source of its information was 
sometimes unclear, the confusion and lack of understanding about the evaluation 
process is evident. Supporting this, a survey of companies published in The 
Times (1999) found that 37 percent of UK organisations never evaluated their 
training. In the same survey, a lack of Level Four evaluation (see Kirkpatrick, 
1998) by UK organisations was apparent as fewer than 10 percent evaluated the 
impact of the training on business goals. Given the results of this survey, it is not 
surprising that organisations on the journey to liP recognition find it difficult to 
implement an evaluation process, let alone evaluate any training. Hence, the 
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Hillage and Moralee (1996) results should not surprise academics and 
practitioners in this field. 
The final barrier, experienced by those organisations that were recognised but 
found the process more difficult than anticipated, referred to the 'difficulty of 
gaining support and/or commitment from employees' (Hill age and Moralee, 1996, 
P23). Given the comments above, section 3.4.1.2, the issue of gaining support 
and commitment for the Standard from employees, and reducing the levels of 
resistance toward liP, is clearly one of the barriers that organisations have 
encountered 'the most: It could be argued, as does O'Reilly (1997), that for a 
successful recognition, this barrier must be overcome in the early stages of the liP 
journey; without internal commitment, the implementation will be onerous and 
lengthy. 
3.4.1.4 Stalled Commitments and 'Drop Outs' 
Of those employers who had to 'drop-out' or 'put Investors in People on hold', 
four main reasons were given for postponing the drive to recognition. In Hillage 
and Moralee (1996), 37 percent of organisations concluded that achieving the 
Standard took too long and was too bureaucratic. The cost of assessment was also 
highlighted as an issue. The second reason, reported by nearly 26 percent, was that 
other priorities had superseded the importance of Investors in People. Given the 
fast-changing climate of the business world, it is not surprising that other priorities 
would perhaps be more important than Investors for small organisations. Around 
17 percent of organisations commented that the process was perceived to be 
adding little or no value. The lack of resources, also identified by Vickerstaff and 
Parker (1995), and internal commitment were mentioned by just over 12 percent 
of the respondents as a reason for stalling or stopping the implementation of liP. 
This factor included a lack of employees to manage the process. 
3.4.1.5 Summary of HilIage and Moralee's Findings 
Hillage and Moralee (1996) highlight some key issues concerning the barriers that 
were experienced in trying to gain liP recognition While Hillage and Moralee did 
have over 1,200 small or medium sized organisations in their sample, it is 
unfortunate that the data in Hillage and Moralee (1996) are not disaggregated. 
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Given this proviso, the barriers judged to be most relevant to this study of small 
firms are summarised: 
Time 
Lack of internal commitment (including lack of management and 
employee commitment, and internal resistance) 
liP process/requirement related issues 
Lack of internal resources 
Lack of TEC support 
3.4.1.6 TEe related Issues 
Hillage and Moralee (1996) also identify a number of TEC related issues that can 
hinder the progress ofIiP. There were 'concerns about a lack of understanding of 
the nature of the business'; 'poor communication' from the TECs (especially long 
delays in responding to correspondence); 'concerns about a lack of clarity about 
what was required to meet the Standard'; and 'concerns about apparent 
inconsistent support between agencies' (Hill age and Moralee, 1996, p25-26). 
These are issues to be addressed by the different agencies, rather than the 
organisations. A number of methods for overcoming these sorts of barriers were 
highlighted in liP UK (1996). These methods focus on improving the delivery of 
liP, as will be discussed below. 
liP UK (1996) summarised information gathered from seven Training and 
Enterprise Councils and one Business Link, and six barriers were identified, 
although the derivation of these barriers was questionable. The first of the barriers 
involved the commitment of the senior management team. liP UK (1996) suggest 
that many senior management teams gave the 'nod' for the organisation to embark 
on the Investors in People project but did not actually get involved in its 
implementation. O'Reilly (1997) commented that the lack of management 
commitment remains one of the biggest obstacles for organisations of all sizes 
aiming to achieve the liP Standard. 
The next barrier identified by the TECs involved the 'Investors Action Plans'. 
They commented there was a lack of understanding of what the Standard was 
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about, a factor that led to problems with Action plans. This supports the views of 
Gaunt (1998). One would argue that it should be up to the TECs, and the 
individual advisors working with companies, to ensure a full understanding of the 
requirements of the Standard and to clarify any misunderstandings or 
misconceptions. The language of the Standard has also been highlighted as an 
issue. The Standard has received two 'face lifts' in an attempt to clarify the 
language used within the four principles and the 23 indicators. The July .1997 
changes did not succeed in eliminating the confusion around the wording of the 
indicators. The second revision was published in April 2000. It was hoped that 
all misconceptions would be eradicated, resulting in a better understanding of the 
Standard. However, no research has yet been undertaken to establish whether the 
changes have been effective. 
TEC targets and timescales were the next obstacle. The TECs expressed their 
concerns over the pressure placed upon them to focus on the financial rewards 
accruing from the short-tenn benefits of achieving annual targets set by their 
Local Government Office. The TECs explained that this approach might have 
been counter productive and that organisations preferred to work to their own 
deadlines. In O'Reilly (1997), Dore, a Business Manager at the Heart of England 
Training and Enterprise Council, commented that many organisations lost 
momentum when adVIsors forced them to stick too closely to the liP process 
without linking this to real business issues: "As soon as you lead the whole 
process by the Standard, (for the company) it becomes too bureaucratic". The 
advisor, Dore, advised the TECs to tackle the issues that are important t6· the 
companies and use liP as a guidebook. 
The next barrier concerns major changes to the organisation and how they affect 
the Investors in People process. The most significant change that could occur is a 
change of Chief Executive or the departure of the Investor in People champion. 
The final barrier ide,ntified by the TECs involved the Human Resource 
Department being too isolated from the operational management of the 
organisation, leading to a misunderstanding of what Investors in People is about. 
However, if the implementation of liP is led by senior management and not by the 
Human Resource Department, then this obstacle should not be significant. 
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The liP UK (1996) report would have been strengthened if the authors had 
specified how the six barriers above were identified. It must also be noted that 
Hillage and Moralee (1996), on which the report was based, was published at a 
time when Investors in People was still quite a recent initiative. If organisations 
then were having difficulties with liP, when TEes were accused of targeting 
organisations that already possessed many of the liP systems, then barriers 
encountered today may differ and/or be more numerous compared to those 
identified by Hillage and Moralee. However, the study by Smith et al. (2002) 
reaffirms that some of these barriers are still inhibiting organisations. 
3.4.2 liP Barriers in SMEs 
Only two of the papers have specifically addressed the barriers encountered by 
SMEs during the journey to recognition. The first, Gaunt (1998), concentrated on 
the barriers faced by SMEs but also addressed some wider people issues within 
SMEs. The findings of this influential report will be discussed later. (liP UK 
published the Gaunt paper as part of the literature available to organisations 
pursuing Investors in People accreditation.) The other paper that contributes to 
this field is a paper by Smith et al. (2002). This paper examines not only the 
barriers to Investors in People adoption, but also its benefits. Its significance lies 
in the fact that it is the first paper to summarise all the issues associated with the 
liP process. 
Despite the acknowledgement of the informality of SMEs, they are under 
increasing pressure from customers, government bodies and other stakeholders to 
formalise their training procedur~s. Views on this formalisation are mixed. One 
train of thought is that such a formalisation would 'maximise learning'. However, 
others believe that 'such a link may have hampered the spontaneity of informal 
learning and indeed may have created a barrier to such learning' (McDougall & 
Beattie, 1998, p297). Likewise, Smith et al. (2002) comment that 'a potential 
barrier to liP was the question of attitudes towards, and implementation of, formal 
training which liP, as a procedural initiative, appears to demand'. Ram (2000) 
comments that 'liP is achievable as a paper exercise for SMEs but it may not, in 
reality, alter the way things are done in the real world of doing business'. Joyce et 
al. (1995) commented that the 'procedural mode' required by the Standard went 
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against the traditional way in which SMEs operated and, it therefore presents them 
with a greater challenge to gain recognition than it does for larger organisations. 
There clearly is some contention about the appropriateness of SMEs adopting the 
liP framework. 
By contrast, Spellman (1999, pi) comments that 'there is a myth that Investors in 
People is a tool for larger businesses' and 'more than fifty per cent of the 
organisations committed to achieving that Standard and more than a third of all 
companies who have achieved the Standard employ fewer than 50 employees.' 
Although Joyce et al. (1995) believe that achieving recognition is a bigger 
challenge for SMEs, the article dedicates much energy to proving that the 
Standard is well embedded in this size band and is not necessarily a bigger 
challenge for SMEs, thus contradicting themselves. Hillage and Moralee (1996) 
argue that, for small organisations, the impact of liP is 'bigger', 'quicker' and 
there was 'less formality', implying that it may be easier for SMEs to implement 
liP. 
Smith et al. (2002) identify a number of barriers that SMEs face. They report that 
barriers, or inhibitors, are evident at different stages of the liP journey: before 
commitment to the Standard and during its implementation. The first barrier is 
concerned with the perception of SMEs as to what training comprises. Many 
organisations do not interpret on-the-job and informal training as training. This 
echoes the views of Ross (1993) and Vickerstaff (1992). Such misconceptions 
could potentially have been a major barrier if an organisation wishes to pursue the 
liP route. If SMEs consider that informal training does not count towards liP then 
it is not surprising that many view the liP process as too costly. They think, 
mistakenly, that they have to increase the amount of external training in order to 
meet the requirements of the Standard. 
The way in which TEes treat SMEs is documented as a significant barrier 
(Hillage and Moralee, 1996; Gaunt, 1998). Scott et al. (1996) and Boocock et al. 
(1999) comment that the TEes do not have sufficient resources to address the 
needs of SMEs successfully. However, this depends on how resources are 
defined. If the term refers to financial resources then the TEes probably do not 
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have sufficient resources to offer tailored products. If the resources are defined as 
non-financial, then TECs support SMEs in a number of ways (Vickerstaff and 
Parker, 1994). SMEs are offered business advisors, consultancy, and business 
angels. However, few TECs mentioned financial support (Vickerstaff and Parker, 
1994), this would support the claim by Boocock et al. (1999) that TECs lack 
sufficient financial resources. 
Smith et al. (2002) identify a number of barriers relating to the implementation of 
liP. In particular, 74 per cent of their sample felt that the Standard was too time 
consuming to pursue, 57 per cent identified the setting of evaluation criteria as an 
issue, and 54 per cent commented on the difficulties of improving their 
communication systems in achieving the Standard. Just over 20 percent of the 
respondents in the study deemed that external support was insufficient and was a 
major difficulty in achieving the Award. The other difficulties included 
implementation of training, developing business plans and linking training to 
business needs, keeping staff informed about liP and communicating the 
organisation's vision. The lack of business planning is a well-known feature of 
SMEs (Martin and Staines, 1994; Joyce et al. 1995). Smith et al. (2002) conclude 
that the alignment of training needs to business goals and targets is one of the 
most difficult barriers to overcome. This alignment requires organisations to have 
the resources to implement the training, thereby creating the alignment between 
the training and business objectives. 
The ability of an organisation to implement training is linked to the resources that 
are available to train employees. It is difficult for SMEs to start training unless 
financial resources have been set aside at the beginning of the organisation's 
financial/planning year. Indeed, Curran et al. (1996) found that only 12.5 percent 
of small organisations' had allocated a training budget as part of their financial 
planning. They concluded that this percentage was so small because small 
organisations traditionally lack the time and resources to plan and allocate 
resources. 
The second paper identified which focuses on the potential barriers to liP 
recognition faced by SMEs is Gaunt (1998). A key focus of that research for this 
42 
paper was 'the barriers to initial action, commitment and progress to full 
recognition'. The respondents reported that barriers could be encountered at any 
stage of the implementation process, confirming Smith et al. (2002). Gaunt 
(1998) categorised the information gathered into five sections: Raising 
Awareness; Briefing; Diagnostic and Action Planning; Implementation; and, 
Around Assessment. 
Raising awareness: the majority of organisations had become aware of Investors 
in People through various sources including TEes, the Press and word of mouth. 
Owing to contacts with a variety of sources, many organisations became confused 
by the different messages which were being conveyed. 
Briefing of employees: in the majority of cases, the organisation's employees 
were not involved in briefing sessions. As highlighted by Hillage and Moralee 
(1996), poorly informed employees were perceived to be a barrier to the progress. 
Even where briefings were being conducted, respondents expressed a number of 
concerns about their effectiveness. 
The leaders of the sessions were using what was described as 'big 
company' language and concepts 
the case studies provided were irrelevant 
explanation as to the next steps were unclear, particularly when the 
company had a large 'distance' to cover 
companies had problems relating to the written material provided and 
to the business benefits that could have been achieved through 
recognition. 
It should be noted that it was not made clear whether management or external 
people such as the TEe advisors led these briefings. 
Diagnosis and Action Planning: this refers to the support and services provided 
by the advisors and TEes with regard to carrying out diagnostic work and writing 
action plans. Problems in this respect include a lack of empathy from the advisor 
or the consultant provided by the local TEe, normally involving a mismatch 
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between the expectations of the advisor/consultant and the organisation. This led 
to action plans being viewed as formulaic and of little use to the organisations, 
because the advisors/consultants did not understand the environment the 
organisations worked in. Linked to the problem is the language used within the 
Standard, as previously mentioned. For example, organisations sometimes foUnd 
it hard to reach agreement with their advisors as to what the Standard means 
precisely by business plan and training plan. 
Implementation: the barriers identified here focus on business and process 
related issues. The first business related issue is that the process loses momentum 
because key employees leave or change job roles within the organisation, as 
mentioned above. This has a significant impact if the person is heavily involved 
in the implementation of the processes. On the same theme, a major change 
within the organisation through a change in size or through restructuring can cause 
problems. Key personnel involved with Investors may have assumed new 
positions. 
The second business related issue is associated with the environment in which 
SMEs operate. In 'freeing-up' managers and supervisors to work on specific 
issues such as liP, the loss of working hours is a luxury that many SMEs simply 
cannot afford, as previously mentioned. Another business related issue is that 
some organisations begin to reap the benefits of Investors in People before they 
are formally recognised. As a result, they take the view that further efforts, and 
investment in assessment and recognition costs, are unnecessary. The final 
business related barrier stems from the misconceptions that certain advantages 
would be gained by achieving the Standard, followed by the realisation that this is 
not the case. In such cases, the process is halted. 
The process-related barriers related to the implementation of liP can be 
summarised by stating that the Standard was too vague, with not enough support 
being given to organisations. The problem of understanding what is required from 
the Standard at each stage means that some of the basic systems, such as induction 
programmes, are not implemented properly. Losing contact with, and receiving 
conflicting advice from, external support was cited as a barrier to the recognition 
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process. Some organisations were unsure about whether they were making . 
progress. The period leading up to assessment for recognition. causes uncertainty 
and confusion about the information needed, thus delaying the organisation's on-
site interviews. 
SMEs also regard the cost of implementation as high in relation to the added 
benefits of being recognised as an Investor in People (Evans and McLachlan, 
1994) . 
. Around Assessment: the main concern here is the conflicting information on the 
assessment process and costs of assessment itself. Gaunt (1998) suggests that 
organisations were confused about the level of assessment fees and some thought 
that the fees might be negotiable. 
Gaunt (1998) argues that the barriers can be summarised under three headings: 
real business-related issues; perceived barriers; and process-related barriers. 
According to the responses, the real barriers took the form of changes in key 
personnel, as described by Hillage and Moralee (1996), and business pressures; 
perceived barriers were associated with misunderstandings about benefits and 
costs; and process, or delivery, issues referred to the nature, frequency or loss of 
advisor contact. 
From Gaunt (1998) four key points can be produced. Firstly, many smaller 
organisations did not understand the requirements of the Standard. Secondly, 
organisations are sometimes left with uncertainties about how Investors could 
benefit their organisation. Thirdly, some organisations express serious 
misconceptions about the Investors in People process, notably the language used 
and the extent of formal procedures. Finally, organisations saw the external 
support provided by advisors and TEes as paramount to a successful diagnostic 
and implementation of action plans. 
Gaunt's study comprised only 40 organisations throughout the whole of Great 
Britain, a relatively small sample compared to Smith et al. (2002) and Hillage and 
Moralee (1996). The barriers to recognition identified by Gaunt (1998) can 
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therefore be used as a guide only. However, there is considerable cross-
referencing between the three studies and therefore it could be argued that barriers 
identified by Gaunt (1998) have been confirmed by the other two studies. 
Only the liP publication (liP UK, 1996) suggested ways in which potential 
barriers to liP recognition could be overcome. However, the findings were based 
on information supplied by eight TEes that responded to a request for information 
by liP UK and the source of the TEes information was not made clear. The TEes 
concentrated only on 'supply side' methods of overcoming some of the barriers. 
On close examination of these proposals (see liP UK, 1996, Ref: liP104, p12-1S), 
it is clear that these methods could not be used by organisations themselves to 
overcome the barriers. If these methods were followed, TEes should be able to 
help the organisations overcome some of the supply-side barriers. However, it 
could be argued that these should have been adopted from the inception of 
Investors in People. 
As mentioned, TEes and the others organisations that delivered liP were 
abolished in April 2001. The new delivery partners (Appendix 1) should consider 
these proposals in order to reduce the number of supply-side barriers. It is hoped 
that the restructuring of the delivery partners will enable a better service to be 
delivered to all organisations, especially in England where the Business Link 
Network has taken over the responsibility of delivering liP to the SME sector. 
3.5 How have the April 2000 changes affected the barriers identified? 
Having established the main barriers that organisations have been encountering 
under the Standard, these will now be compared against the April 2000 version to 
ascertain whether or not the latest form of the Standard may help in addressing the 
barriers highlighted in Figure 3.1. It is clear that the fourth change, the 
introduction of an equal opportunity indicator, has no impact on these barriers as it 
is a completely new indicator. 
The other three changes address directly two of the eight supply side factors 
identified in Figure 3.1. Specifically, they address the issues of the language used 
in the Standard by developing a clearer and smaller set of indicators, and its 
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perceived bureaucracy by focusing the assessment on outcomes rather than 
processes. It may be that the effort required by organisations to achieve the 
Standard would be reduced as a result of the clearer indicators and the new focus 
of the assessment. However, these possible benefits need to be investigated 
empirically in order to establish their impact once the new version of the Standard 
has had time to be embedded. Furthermore, the revisions do not address the other 
five supply side barriers that have been identified in the literature review. 
Considering the demand side barriers in Figure 3.1, it can be argued that the 
changes implemented by liP UK address only two of the 13 barriers identified. As 
the assessment process will now focus on results as opposed to how the 
organisation achieved those results, this may affect the two 'process' barriers, 
namely the development of a Business Plan, and the implementation of an 
appraisal system. Conversely, given the likely importance of business planning 
and performance appraisal to the achievement of organisational results, these two 
activities may require greater effort, rather than potentially being perceived purely 
as paper exercises. The changes clearly do not address the various barriers 
relating to training and communication, and the need to gain internal commitment 
would still feature as an important element in gaining liP status. 
Having assessed the potential impact of the April 2000 version of the Standard on 
the barriers to liP achievement, it seems that their impact could be beneficial in 
certain ways, but would not reduce or eliminate most of the barriers. Therefore, 
this study could have taken one of two orientations. The first was an investigation 
into how the changes have addressed the barriers identified, and the second was an 
assessment of how organisations overcame these barriers. An investigation into 
the former could only occur once an adequate number of organisations had been 
recognised under the new Standard. An investigation into the methods used to 
overcome the identified barriers was felt to be more beneficial, and the only 
practical option at the time the research was to be conducted, as explained in 
Chapter 1. Many of the barriers remain unaddressed by the April 2000 changes 
to the Standard. Thus, establishing the methods used by organisations to 
overcome the barriers would not only further the knowledge of the liP process by 
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addressing the research gap, detailed In section 1.3, but could also help 
organisations gain liP status. 
3.6 Conclusion 
Whilst a number of barriers have been identified in the literature (see Figure 3.1 
for a summary of the barriers), none of the studies/reports/publications have 
explored ways in which firms (whether small or medium-sized) could overcome 
the barriers to recognition. The analytical framework in Smith et al. (2002 -
Appendix 5) outlines the elements that affect the adoption of liP, and movement 
to recognition. However, like the other studies, it has failed to address the 
methods used to overcome the barriers or inhibitors. Figure 3.1 , below, is an 
adaptation of the 'Smith et aI.' framework and illustrates the main barriers to liP 
recognition. The framework not only includes the main barriers to liP recognition 
but also illustrates where the methods used by organisations to overcome the 
barriers would fit into the framework. The framework will be further adapted to 
include the exact methods used by the organisations in the current study. 
Although it is impossible to be too definite, because of the failure of the vast 
majority of research studies to disaggregate 'small' and 'medium-sized' firms, the 
central themes of the barriers specific to small organisations seem to be: 
communication within these organisations; lack of resources, whether it is time or 
financial, preventing them from offering training; and the inabilities of TEes to 
offer sufficient and appropriate support. Gaunt (1998) alluded to the fact that 
TEes seem to have had a 'laissez faire' approach to helping the organisations 
overcome the barriers. If this accusation holds true, then research into how 
organisations themselves tackle the barriers is needed to fill the gap in the 
literature. 
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Figure 3.1: An liP Framework highlighting the main barriers to recognition 
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INVESTORS IN PEOPLE 
Chapter 4: Methodology 
This chapter will examine the ontological stance of the author and consider the 
various methods available to collect the data. Reasons for the selection of the 
chosen fieldwork instrument will be discussed. The chapter will then move onto 
ways in which good quality data can be generated. The sample frame, sample 
selection and data collection are also examined. In the second half of this chapter, 
qualitative data analysis methods are examined and the most appropriate methods 
are selected and discussed in more detail. 
4.1 Fieldwork Methodology - Introduction 
In the field of social science, the ontological stance of researchers has an 
important bearing on the epistemological choices that they make in conducting 
their studies. The stance taken by researchers will influence the way they view 
people and thus the manner in which they will try to elicit information from them. 
At the extreme, there are two positions that one could take depending on one's 
assumptions about the nature of 'reality'. Easterby-Smith et al. (1991) argue that 
one either adopts a phenomenological or a positivist position. Each position is 
based on a different set of assumptions in respect of the way reality is viewed. 
These two positions will now be discussed in more detail. 
The phenomenological position, which is also described as a subjectivist position 
(Morgan and Smircich, 1980), assumes that individuals create their own versions 
of reality. This stance would support the view of Huczynski and Buchanan (1991, 
p41) that 'human beings do not behave in accordance with reality as such, but in 
accordance with how they perceive that reality to be'. As Morgan and Smircich 
(1980, p492) argue, this stance assumes that reality is 'a projection of human 
imagination'. Easterby-Smith et al. (1991, p27) suggest that researchers who 
adopt this ontological stance should 'focus on meaning, try to understand what is 
happening, look at the totality of each situation and develop ideas through 
induction of data'. With this ontological stance, the epistemological choice would 
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be focused on methods, such as ethnography, that would to help understand the 
behaviours of people and how their experiences impact on their decisions (Gill 
and Johnson, 1997). 
The opposite of the phenomenological position is the positivist or objectivist view 
of reality. With this view of reality, Morgan and Smircich (1980, p495) argue 'the 
social world is a hard, concrete, real thing "out there", which affects everyone in 
one way or another'. They argue that reality is a 'Concrete Stnicture' which 
moulds peoples' behaviours and beliefs as they react to the 'things' that are 
happening around them. Easterby-Smith et al. (1991, p27) suggest that a 
positivist/objectivist researcher should: focus on facts; look for causality and 
fundamental laws; reduce the phenomena to their simplest elements; and 
formulate hypotheses and then test them'. Hence, the epistemological choice for 
such research should be structured, in order to control and focus the outcomes on 
the chosen hypotheses. Examples of appropriate methods would include 
questionnaires or structured interviews. 
In between these two extremes lie other ontological stances, these are depicted in 
table 1 (Appendix 6) of Morgan and Smircich's paper (1980, p492). The table 
summarises another four ontological positions moving from 
subjectivist/phenomenological to objectivist/positivist. 
A slightly less subjectivist ontological stance is described by Morgan and 
Smircich (1980) as perceiving reality as a 'Social Construction'. With this 
ontological stance, reality is being continuously created 'as individuals impose 
themselves on their world to establish a realm of meaningful definition' (Morgan 
and Smircich, 1980, p494). The next, less subjectivist ontological position, is one 
that perceives reality as 'Symbolic Discourse'. This position is built on the 
assumption that the 'social world is a pattern of symbolic relationships and 
meanings sustained through a process of human action and interaction' (Morgan 
and Smircich, 1980, p494). This 'social world' is changing as individuals react to 
the actions of others. Moving into the objectivist/positivist side of the table, one 
may see reality as a 'Contextual Field of Information' where the social world is 
continuously evolving based on new exchanges of information between 
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individuals. Within this ontological position, it is believed that individuals 
'initiate patterns of adjustment which are capable of changing the whole in 
fundamental ways' (Morgan and Smircich, 1980, p495). 
The final ontological position, short of absolute positivism suggested by Morgan 
and Smircich, is reality as a 'Concrete Process'. It is based on the argument that 
'the social world is an evolving process, concrete in nature, but ever changing in 
detailed form' (Morgan and Smircich, 1980, p495). In adopting this ontological 
position, one would believe that individuals are both influenced by, and influence, 
the environment they are in. The relationships demonstrated by individuals are 
those needed for survival and well-being, and are focused on the more concrete 
elements of reality. 
Having outlined these ontological positions, the author does not deem the social 
world to be one that is completely built on the 'projection of human imagination' 
nor one where reality is a 'concrete structure'. However, the objectivist/positivist 
ontological stance is more in line with the author's view of the social world than 
the subjectivist/phenomenological position. The author subscribes to the 
ontological stance that reality is a 'concrete process' whereby individuals can 
influence and are influenced by their environment. Therefore, certain 
epistemological implications follow from the adoption of this ontological position. 
These are also consistent with the content of the research study, i.e., the process of 
overcoming barriers to adoption and recognition of the liP Standard. Having 
identified, through a systematic literature review, a range of barriers to liP, it was 
necessary to explore how organisations sought to overcome those barriers. Within 
the structure imposed by the liP Standard, and the need to systematically 
investigate the applicability of the barriers identified in the literature review, the 
author recognised that organisations may use different processes to overcome the 
barriers. Therefore, consistent with the core ontological assumption, the author 
sought to explore how organisations chose to, and were forced to, adapt in order to 
achieve liP. Similarly, the focus of data collection would be on how adaptation 
occurred, for example the processes, systems changes, etc. that may be used to 
overcome barriers to liP. 
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In view of these ontological and epistemological concerns, three main fieldwork 
instruments were considered for conducting this study, namely: Structured and 
Semi-Structured interviews; and Questionnaires. Once an appropriate fieldwork 
instrument has been identified, the reasons for its selection are discussed. This 
chapter will also examine potential problems associated with fieldwork and how 
such obstacles might be overcome. Sample selection, formulation of the interview 
guide, scheduling and conducting interviews, and the transcription of the 
interviews will also be discussed. 
4.1.1 Structured interviews 
In a structured interview, the interviewer works through a predetermined set of 
questions. The inflexibility of this type of interview forces the interviewer to read 
out the questions without changing the tone of voice for different interviewees and 
in the same order for each interview. This approach has to be adopted to prevent 
bias or any· effort to influence the interview (Saunders et aI., 1997). The 
interviewer must direct the interview according to the interview guide; there is no 
scope for spontaneity or for the interviewee to comment on additional, though 
relevant, topics. Structured interviews give little opportunity for new insights; the 
interviewee cannot say anything apart from answer the questions. 
The structured interview format is useful in survey research where the method of 
analysis is a qualitative one. This format is frequently used in descriptive surveys 
and, to a lesser extent, in explanatory studies. 
Although the format of a structured interview could be used in the current study, 
the subject matter being explored can be sensitive. Not all the organisations in the 
sample will have encountered every barrier described in the literature review. 
Having a structured approach, therefore, could inhibit the quantity and quality of 
the data. A structured approach would not allow any barriers that have not been 
identified by previous research to be explored. The inability to explore these new 
barriers and modify the interview guide accordingly would weaken the study. 
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4.1.2 Semi-Structured Interviews 
The semi-structured interview also uses an interview guide. However, the semi-
structured format allows a degree of flexibility in that the questions on a specific 
topic may change from interview to interview. The interviewer may decide to 
reword certain questions in order to put them into context for the interviewee. It 
presents the interviewer with an opportunity to probe for answers and allows the 
interviewee to explain the answer using specific illustrations. 
Semi-structured interviews offer the interviewees an opportunity to direct the 
interview. They are able to answer the questions freely. However, the interviewer 
must be aware of the potential hazards, in that the respondent may drift off the 
subject whilst answering a question. The interviewer must have the skills to 
recognise when this is happening and, then, to bring the interviewee back to the 
subject in hand. Nevertheless, the interviewer must be careful not to interrupt the 
interviewee inappropriately, and thus lose potentially useful information. 
Allowing the respondent to stray a little may lead to some interesting and related 
issues that have not previously been explored. 
4.1.3 Questionnaires 
Postal questionnaires are a structured technique to obtain data. A questionnaire is 
similar to a structured interview in that the content of the questionnaire is 
predetermined and the sequence of the questions is the same for every potential 
respondent. Although this may seem very inflexible, the questionnaire is very 
useful in collecting data from a larger sample, for example, during a referendum. 
When compiling a questionnaire, the researcher needs to consider the answer 
format. In general, there are 5 formats available to the researcher: multiple choice, 
free choice, ranked, rating system or open-ended. A questionnaire may include a 
number of these formats. The use of the different formats may encourage 
respondents to reply especially if they have a chance to put forward their views 
through the use of open-ended questions. 
Questionnaires offer a number of potential benefits. They are a low cost way of 
collecting and processing data. Questionnaires reduce interviewer bias, if not 
eradicate it, although the way in which the questions are worded and the choice of 
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question format or formats could introduce a bias effect. The respondent can also 
introduce bias, as he/she may answer a question thinking that the answer given is 
the reply the researcher is seeking. Socially acceptable answers, where 
respondents give an answer that they think is wanted, are one of the main 
problems when using questionnaires (Oppenheim, 1996, plO3). 
However, using postal questionnaires for data collection usually results in a low 
response rate (Oppenheim, 1996, pl02). They can also be unsuitable for a number 
of respondents such as the visually-impaired, the elderly or young children. Thus, 
by choosing a postal questionnaire approach, the researcher is introducing bias by 
eliminating some people. Although the use of telephone interviews, using the 
questionnaire as the interview guide could resolve this problem, it would be very 
time consuming for the researcher. 
The replies given by the respondents to the questions will reflect solely their 
interpretations of each individual question. Therefore, questionnaires do not offer 
the researcher or respondent the opportunity to clarify any misconceptions or 
misunderstandings. The researcher can neither probe the respondent for more 
detailed answers, nor offer respondents a chance to ask the researcher to give an 
explanation or to reword a question to clarify what is being asked. Questionnaires 
must be generic and it may be difficult for a respondent to put a particular 
question into context and answer it according to their individual situation. For 
example, if a question asked the respondent to describe in 200 words the 
performance review system used in hislher organisation, a manager responsible 
for appraisals in a department of a medium/large organisation would be able to 
answer. However, the owner-manager of an organisation employing 7 people 
may not use a formal review system. The question may be left blank. In this 
situation, a researcher using a questionnaire would not be able to probe how the 
owner-manager measures performance andlor assesses the effectiveness of 
employees. In an interview, the researcher would be able to discuss these issues 
with the owner-manager, especially the informal systems used. 
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4.1.4 The fieldwork instrument used in this study 
When selecting a fieldwork instrument, a researcher must consider the advantages 
and disadvantages of each of the instruments available as well as establishing their 
appropriateness in view of the researcher's ontological position. Oppenheim 
(1996, pl02) comments that 'the final choice will depend on its (the instrument's) 
appropriateness to our purpose and to the means at our disposal'. Having 
examined the methods of data collection, the semi-structured interview is the most 
appropriate instrument for the fieldwork in this study. The researcher of this study 
perceives reality to be a 'concrete process'. As noted earlier, the liP Standard is 
structured in terms of its content. However, the researcher felt that interviewees 
would have had the opportunity to influence the manner in which liP was 
implemented, as well as being influenced by the Standard itself. Hence, as this 
reciprocal influence on the 'environment' is a key element of the chosen 
ontological stance, it was felt that a semi-structured interview would give the 
respondents an opportunity both to respond to structured questions and to describe 
the processes by which they overcame the barriers to liP. This would have not 
been possible with a structured approach. 
From a pragmatic point of view, the choice of the semi-structured interview 
format is partly based on the importance of establishing personal contact with the 
respondents. The respondents can be assured of confidentiality when a sensitive 
area is being discussed. liP is a topic that is open to interpretation and the quality 
of the data would be influenced if the respondents are not given an opportunity to 
query the questions. In addition, probing would be needed with some 
respondents. Questions can be reworded depending on the type of organisation 
being interviewed. For example, a factory manager and a head teacher may 
interpret the term 'senior management' very differently. 
By using interviews, the most appropriate and knowledgeable person within an 
organisation to participate in an interview can be identified, thus ensuring that the 
correct information is supplied. The information should be more accessible by 
using this type of interview. 
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The format of semi-structured interviews enables all the information required to 
be gathered. The order of the questions will vary as described below, some of the 
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questions may be omitted from an interview depending on the 'flow of the 
conversation' (Saunders et aI., 1997, p212) and the majority of the questions will 
be open-ended. Hence, semi-structured interviews permit the degree of flexibility 
essential for this study (Saunders et aI., 1997; Easterby-Smith et aI., 1994; 
Jankowicz, 1995). The most prevalent barriers identified in the literature (see 
chapters 2 and 3, and Figure3.!) form the basis of the interview guide. 
Fully structured interviews are too inflexible for gaining the information needed 
for the study. The experience of Investors in People is different for each 
organisation and therefore a structured approach would not yield the information 
required. Questionnaires have similar deficiencies and have therefore not been 
selected as the fieldwork instrument for the reasons described above. 
4.1.5 Improving the Quality of Interview Data 
A number of issues including bias, inhibitors and facilitators of communication, 
and the extent that the interviewer leads the interview can affect the quality of the 
information obtained through interviews. 
There are a number of ways that bias can be introduced into an interview. Both 
the interviewee and the interviewer can introduce bias. Making intrusive 
comments, changing the tone of voice and the non-verbal behaviour of the 
interviewer can also affect the way the interviewee responds to the questions. The 
way in which the interviewer interprets the response is also a source of bias. The 
interview situation is quite invasive. Although the respondent is willing to take 
part in the research, he/she may respond to certain in-depth questions cautiously 
as they may cover a sensitive area. This could result in respondents giving 
socially acceptable answers in order to 'protect' their own image or that of their 
employer. 
Saunders et al. (1997, p219) put forward a number of points that could be used in 
an effort to eliminate the chance of bias being introduced. 
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, your own preparation and readiness for the interview 
the level of information supplied to the interviewee 
the appropriateness of your appearance at the interview 
the nature of the opening comments to be made when the interview 
commences 
your approach to questioning 
the impact of your behaviour during the course of the interview 
your ability to demonstrate attentive listening skills 
your scope to test understanding 
your approach to recording information'. 
Communication is at the forefront of the success of an interview, therefore 
interviewers must be aware of the certain inhibitors to communication. Gorden 
(1987) suggests these inhibitors can be collated under two broad headings namely 
unwillingness or inability to provide information. Eight specific inhibitors were 
identified, and the four most relevant to this study are now discussed. 
Competing demands for time: the interviewee is unwilling to start the 
interview, because he/she is more likely to have a better use for that time. 
This inhibitor is unlikely to affect this study, as the interviewees will have 
accepted an invitation to participate, on the basis that the interview lasts no 
longer than an hour. 
Ego Threat: is likely to occur in a situation where the interviewee feels that 
hislher self-esteem will be 'damaged' by responding to a question. The 
level of the threat will vary from refusal to answer, to hesitancy in 
providing the information. Some of the issues being investigated are 
sensitive and therefore ego threat could be an issue during the current 
study. However, the interviewee will be assured of anonymity and the 
researcher guaranteed the confidentiality of the research. 
Etiquette: this barrier will be formed if the respondent feels that the 
information that he/she will be providing is inappropriate to be given to the 
'type of person conducting the interview or inappropriate to the situation 
in which the interviewing is being done' (Gorden, 1987, pI27). This could 
be an issue in the current study depending on how the respondent views 
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research students. Respondents may feel that certain sensitive issues are 
not 'safe' with the person conducting the research. This barrier will be 
overcome by gaining the trust of the respondent and, as above, maintaining 
confidentiality. 
Forgetting: this is self-explanatory and could play an important part in this 
study. For some respondents, the experience of Investors in People may 
have started some years ago and, given that the majority of the questions 
deal with issues leading up to the initial recognition, the respondents may 
genuinely not remember the experience. Alternatively, claimed loss of 
memory may be used as an excuse for not answering certain questions. If 
the interviewer suspects that this situation has arisen, the question will be 
reworded and revisited later in the interview. 
There are number of methods to ensure that researchers obtain the information 
that they seek. A very effective method is the use of probes. Probes could help to 
overcome some of the inhibitors described above. Easterby-Smith et al. (1994) 
describes seven different types of probes: 
Basic Probe is where the interviewer repeats the initial question to bring 
interviewees back to the issue being discussed. 
Explanatory probes involve building on answers given, using questions as 
such 'What did you mean by .... ', 'Why did you take that approach?' 
Focused probes are employed to obtain more precise information by 
asking 'What sort of .... ?' 
Silent probes are used when the interviewee is unwilling to answer. This 
probe is very effective; the trick is to let the respondent break the silence. 
The use of 'non-committal utterance such as 'uh-huh' or the nod of the 
head' (Whyte, 1982) can also be used as silent probes. 
Probes that draw out information from the respondents when they dry up 
or halt in mid sentence. The interviewer would repeat the last words of the 
respondent or use questions such as 'Can you tell me more on that?' 
Probes that involve giving ideas or suggestions. 
Repeating what the interviewee has said is also a useful probe as the 
respondent may either rethink their answer or clarify it. 
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Whilst the importance of probes in gaining information from respondents is 
acknowledged, it is not suggested that every probe will be used in the interviews. 
However, the fact that the researcher is aware of the techniques available is 
important in ensuring the quality of the data. 
The quality of the data can also be affected by the quality of the information 
provided about potential respondents, because ensuring that the appropriate person 
is interviewed is vital in collecting good quality data. Therefore, the accuracy and 
quality of the source, i.e., the sample frame from which potential respondents are 
selected, plays an important part in the quality of the data. 
4.1.6 Sample Frame 
Leicestershire Training and Enterprise Council (TEC) provided the sampling 
frame of liP-recognised companies used for the selection of participants in this 
study. The researcher was not able to compare directly the sample frame 
companies with the underlying popUlation of SMEs in Leicestershire and/or the 
East Midlands. However, the researcher did have sight of data provided by Dun 
and Bradstreet in 1997 for another research project - that data (not shown here) 
covered firms employing between 10-200 in the five counties of the East 
Midlands. Comparing the two data sources, the TEC sample was broadly 
representative of the business popUlation in Leicestershire, although, as might be 
anticipated, there is a higher proportion of organisations employing close to 200 
people and more public sector bodies in the liP-recognised organisations. 
This divergence between sample and population is a problem that might apply to 
any field of research into small firms (Curran and Blackburn, 2001). The sample 
frame consisted of all organisations that have been liP recognised through 
Leicestershire TEC up to the end of May 2000. However, the boundaries used by 
TECs are not as clearly defined as County borders so organisations near the 
borders can use their preferred TEC. For example, organisations around East 
Midlands Airport could use either Derbyshire TEC or Leicestershire TEC for their 
Investors in People journey. In addition, some parent companies based in 
Leicestershire used the local TEC as their liP contact for their subsidiaries. 
Hence, the sample frame contained a number of organisations that do not have a 
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Leicestershire postcode. As the focus of this study is on organisations that have 
been recognised as Investors in People and have premises in Leicestershire, all 
non-Leicestershire postcodes were eliminated from the sample frame. The sample 
frame contained all sizes of organisations. In the first instance, those with more 
than 200 employees were also eliminated as the focus of the study was, initially, 
on Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs). 
The sample frame was, initially, split into five size bands. These were: under 10 
employees; 10 to 25 employees; 26 to 49 employees; 50 to 99 employees; and, 
100 to 199 employees. For ease of selection, information on the organisations at 
the time of their liP recognition was summarised for each of these size brackets. 
It was anticipated that the study would comprise 20 organisations in total. 
4.1. 7 Sample Selection 
Twenty organisations were selected using a computer program specifically written 
for this study. The program, written by Creation Software Ltd, was designed to 
select organisations randomly by allowing the user to choose the desired size 
band. The program extracts an organisation, from the selected size band, from the 
summary information described above. The program enabled a completely 
random sample to be selected. This approach to sampling was adopted for a 
number of reasons. Firstly, the literature review had not really suggested any 
structural characteristics of small or medium-sized organisations, other than size, 
having any particular influence on commitment towards liP. The key point here is 
that these structural characteristics needed to be identified for the available 
information in the database used for the sampling frame. Secondly, whilst the 
sampling approach adopted was stratified random sampling, (Moser and Katton, 
1979) it was not done in a way designed to ensure 'representativeness' of a 
population in order to achieve statistical generalisations from the results. As 
noted earlier, the database data did not enable the researcher to identify 
characteristics of the population in any systematic way, other than the size of 
organisations gauged by the number of employees. Therefore, the literature 
review and quality of database information, combined with a desire not to treat 
small businesses as a homogenous group (Storey, 1994) led to the construction of 
a sample frame and sample based on number of employees. Because time and 
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cost constraints for the researcher dictated a sample size of approximately 20 
organisations to conduct qualitative interviews with, the structure of the sample 
reflected qualitative sampling concerns. Specifically, it reflected what Mason 
(1996, p92) describes as 'a relationship where the sample is designed to 
encapsulate a relevant range of units in relation to the wider universe, but not to 
represent it directly'. 
Thus the sampling approach and the final sample reflected relevant size bands 
within the broad category of small businesses i.e., employing under 50 employees. 
Although organisational size had been the key determining factor in sample 
construction, the process of data collection via interviews offered the potential to 
identify other facets of the organisations, for example ownership, which might be 
influential in their approach to liP. 
After starting the selection procedure, it was decided that, if the sample selection 
was to continue across the five size bands, the data collected through the twenty 
interviews would have been difficult to analyse. There would be only a few 
organisations interviewed from each of the size bands, hence the analysis and 
comparison between the size bands would have been less meaningful. Larger 
sized SMEs have already been examined by Gaunt (1998), Hillage and Moralee 
(1996) and Smith et al. (2002). In view of the fact that over ninety-nine percent of 
organisations in the United Kingdom employ fewer than 50 employees (DTI, 
2000), it was decided that the study should be refocused to include only 
organisations that employ fewer than 50 employees at the time of their 
recognition. Hence, the sample now included only organisations within the three 
smallest size bands described above. 
The researcher has concentrated to date on defining small and medium-sized 
enterprises in terms of employment, in view of the difficulties associated with 
using definitions based on financial turnover or attempting to formulate grounded 
size definitions for firms in different sectors. However, it is important at this point 
to justify the switch in focus from small and medium-sized firms to 'small' alone. 
The Bolton Report (1971) defined small firms as having a,relatively small share of 
the market, being managed in a relatively personalised way with no formal 
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management structure and relative freedom from management control. The use of 
the term 'relative' points to the difficulty of adopting these qualitative definitions 
in practice. Curran and Blackbum (2001) discuss the problems of separating 
small and medium firms in relation to, for example, the degree of uncertainty 
faced by such firms. It might be expected that small firms would always suffer 
more uncertainty than their larger counterparts, having to deal with external events 
over which they have no control. This assumption might not always hold true. 
For instance, Bums (1996) argues that small firms are generally price takers, yet a 
firm offering a differentiated product in a niche market might be able to charge a 
premium price. 
Penrose (1959) famously describes the evolution from a small to a large firm as 
being equivalent to a caterpillar tuming into a butterfly. In practice, it is accepted 
that very few start-ups evolve to become large (or even medium-sized) firms, and 
there is no single route to growth (Storey, 1994). However, there will typically be 
changes in key aspects of the enterprise, such as the owner/manager's role, 
organisational structure and financing, as the business grows (Churchill, 1997). 
Therefore, in discussing the barriers to liP, and how they might be overcome by 
small firms may vary in a number of ways. However, this study was not designed 
to test a pnon hypotheses regarding various organisational 
characteristics/processes and their relationship to overcome IkP barriers. Thus, 
the sub-division into three sizebands reflected a starting point for exploring these 
potential organisational structural/process characteristics to influence how small 
firms overcome liP barriers. 
Nonetheless, Curran and Blackburn (2001) point out the danger of simply 
'lumping together' all businesses with fewer than 50 employees as 'small' for 
research or policy purposes, without recognising the heterogeneity of firms within 
this category (Storey, 1994; Goss, 1991; Rainnie, 1989). Accepting the fact that 
classifying firms in relation to size may generate some anomalies, as described 
above, the researcher seeks to aid understanding of potential differences between 
small businesses in their approach to liP by breaking down the 'Under 50 band' 
into three separate sub-sections. The 'micro' definition (under 10 employees) is a 
recognised DTIIEU classification. The researcher then took a somewhat arbitrary 
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decision to split the 10-49 band into the 10-24 and 25-49 sub-sets. This cut-off 
point was chosen, after consultation with practitioners in the field, as a helpful 
division of the liP-cohort according to key characteristics such as planning 
systems, owner/manager influence, etc. 
Initially twenty organisations were sent, in July 2000, a covering letter explaining 
the intentions of the interview, together with a reply slip and pre-paid envelope. 
The reply slip asked for information on the organisation and the name of the 
person responsible for Investors in People. This information was requested to 
ensure that the right person was being targeted as a potential interviewee. If no 
postal reply was received, the organisations were then contacted by telephone a 
week later and were asked if there was an interest in participating in the study. 
Only a few replies were received through the post and the follow-up telephone 
calls did not prove fruitful. Owing to the time scale involved, a second, third and 
fourth mailing of letters were sent out to organisations. In total, 60 organisations 
were contacted to generate the 20 interviews required. 
The selection of the organisations for inclusion in the second, third and fourth 
rounds of mailing was done using the same computer program. The second and 
third mailings were conducted two weeks apart, to give time for the replies to be 
returned and to enable the follow up telephone calls to be carried out. After five 
weeks of contacting organisations, using the methodology outlined above, 
seventeen organisations agreed to participate in the study and interviews were 
scheduled. The remaining three organisations came from the fourth mailing in 
October 2000. Owing to unforeseen and unpreventable circumstances, the fourth 
mailing and some of the interviews, arranged from the third mailing, had to be 
postponed until October. These circumstances resulted in a delay of four weeks in 
the data collection. The final sample consisted of six organisations with fewer 
than 10 employees, eight organisations employing 10 to 25 people and six 
organisations with 26 to 49 employees. 
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4.1.8 Interview Guide 
Before deciding what should and should not be included in the interview guide, 
the exact purpose of the interviews had to be decided. The overall aim of the 
interviews was, firstly, to find out which of the barriers, illustrated in Figure 3.1 
above, had been encountered and, secondly, to establish how organisations 
overcame the barriers. The interview guide serves to ensure that all the main 
barriers to Investors in People are covered. Although the interview guide 
comprises a number of questions, the fact that all of the questions may not be 
asked and/or answered directly is acknowledged. 
The interview guide (Appendix 6) was designed using the most common barriers 
to Investors in People identified in the literature review (see Figure 3.1). The 
barriers identified were split into the four principles of the Standard: 
Commitment/Communication; Planning; Action; and Evaluation. Some barriers 
could not be placed into one of these four principles, as they were more generally 
associated with the Standard and its delivery. 
The interview guide has three parts. The first is an introduction to the research 
topic and the purpose of the interview. At the start and the end of the interview the 
confidentiality of all aspects of the interview is confirmed. The interviewees are 
asked whether they have any objections to the interview being taped. Only at that 
point is the tape recorder switched on. This is followed by an opportunity for the 
respondent to give a brief overview of what the organisation does and what 
industry it operates in. The representatives are asked about the driving force(s) for 
Investors in People. This serves as a means of getting the interviewee talking 
freely but also gives an insight into the organisation and could provide some very 
valuable information into the way the organisation tackled the liP process. 
Before embarking on the interview, the interviewee is asked which of the four 
principles was most problematic. This serves as a means of getting the 
interviewee talking about their organisation's experience and is intended to make 
them more comfortable with the interview. The second element of the guide 
consists of a list of questions that need to be covered. As the interviewee has been 
asked which of the principles gave them the most problems, the order of the 
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questions varies. The final part is an opportunity for the interviewee to comment 
on any aspect of the Investors in People process that has not been covered in the 
interview. 
4.1.9 Pilot Interviews 
It was important to establish the effectiveness of the interview guide prior to 
embarking on the fieldwork. Two pilot interviews were arranged. At the time of 
the pilot interviews, the sample frame being considered still included medium 
sized organisations. Therefore, one of the pilot interviews was with an 
organisation "that employed circa 80 employees. The second pilot interview was 
with an organisation employing 48 workers. The interviews lasted 75 and 55 
minutes respectively. Although one of the pilot interviews was with a firm 
subsequently excluded from this study, the discussions centred on the user-
friendliness of the interview guide rather than size-related issues. 
The representatives responded well to the opportunity to talk about their 
organisation and to the question regarding the driving force(s) for Investors in 
People. The question about which principle gave them the most problems was 
very useful 'in getting the interview underway. The two pilot interviews 
confirmed that the format was effective in obtaining the information required. 
After the two pilot interviews were transcribed, it was decided that a final question 
should be included. The interviewee was asked to imagine that they were at a 
networking meeting and that one of the delegates asked them to spell out the three 
most important things to do in order to become an Investor in People. 
4.1.10 Arranging interviews 
Problems with the accuracy of the sample frame began to emerge when the 
organisations were contacted by telephone, as described in section 4.1.9. It 
became apparent that some of the contacts had left the organisations. In all of 
these cases, the new person responsible for Investors in People had not been 
involved in the original process and therefore they felt that they would not be able 
to help with the study. These organisations were excluded. 
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Many of the organisations made use of the reply slip after the follow-up telephone 
calls, and provided the information requested (see section 4.1.9). The designated 
person was contacted to arrange the interview date and time. The majority of the 
interviews were arranged throughout July and August 2000 with the remaining 
few being conducted in late October 2000 and early November 2000. 
4.1.11 Conducting the interviews 
The respondents were more than willing to provide as much information as 
possible. Complications arose in two interviews. In one case, the interviewee was 
not available, in the second the respondent had recently been promoted to the 
position responsible for Investors and she had no direct involvement in the initial 
implementation ofliP. Both organisations were eliminated from the study. 
The use of a semi-structured interview format seemed to work extremely well. As 
described above, the format gave both the interviewer and the respondent the 
opportunity to clarify questions and answers respectively, and it also gave the 
interviewee the chance to talk about all aspects of their liP experience. 
In all the interviews, some of the probes were used to facilitate the discussion. 
Explanatory, focused, silent and drawing out probes were utilised most often and 
they were invaluable in gaining access to information not being volunteered by the 
respondents. The use of silent probe in getting the interviewees to elaborate on 
the answer was very successful. The basic probe was used once when the 
respondent deviated somewhat from the question. 
The pointers from Saunders et al. (1997), described in section 4.1.7, were all taken 
into account, especially: preparation for the interview; and providing the 
interviewee with as much information as possible, both prior to and during the 
interview. The respondent always understood that hislher responses would be 
recorded in total confidence. 
4.1.12 Converting the interviews into text 
The interviews were transcribed over a number of weeks. The use of a 
professional audio typist was considered, but, after discussions with academics, 
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the decision was taken not to use one. However, owing to the time it was taking 
to transcribe interviews and the time constraints of the study, a third party was 
eventually used to transcribe the final eight interviews. Having completed this, 
data analysis was the next stage. 
4.2 Data Analysis Methodology - Introduction 
In order to analyse the data in as much depth as possible both within case and 
cross case analysis was used. In this section, the data analysis methods are 
described and the rationale for their selection explained. 
4.2.1 Choice of Within Case Data Analysis Method 
The three size bands were analysed in the same manner, in order to establish how 
the individual companies in different size bands dealt with the barriers. The cross 
case analysis was conducted to determine whether or not the different size bands 
used similar methods to overcome the barriers. 
Grounded theory, content and template analysis are common ways to analyse 
qualitative data. A grounded theory approach can be adopted where little 
theoretical knowledge exists or where the study is informed, but not driven by, 
existing theoretical understanding. Theory is then developed, as ideas are applied, 
revised and refined during the course of both fieldwork and data analysis 
(Mason, 1996). Easterby-Smith et al. (1994) describe the approach as going 'by 
feel and intuition, aiming to produce common or contradictory themes and 
patterns from the data which can be used as a basis for interpretation' (P105). 
However, this study is based on an established body of work that suggests 
companies encounter barriers when working towards liP. This theoretical base is 
summarised by Smith et al. (2002). An analytical framework is proposed in that 
study (See Appendix 5), in which the barriers are described as inhibitors. Given 
this level of knowledge, grounded theory is not best suited for this study. 
According to King (1998), content analysis can 'generate quantitative data for 
statistical analysis' (pI21-122), an argument that is echoed by lankowicz (1995). 
King (1998, p130) extends this line of argument by issuing a note of caution to 
those who may resort to counting codes in order to interpret the data: 
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'A word of warning about the counting of codes is required. There is a danger in 
such a procedure that the researcher will make the assumption that differences in 
frequencies of codes automatically correspond to meaningful differences within 
or between transcripts. Such an assumption is invalid in qualitative research, 
which by definition does not make any attempt to standardise and measure units 
of analysis, and for this reason some qualitative researchers argue that no attempt 
should be made to count codes. However, such an absolute regulation seems to 
me to be the kind of rigidity that qualitative research sets out to oppose. 
Comparisons of frequencies can be very helpful in suggesting areas which might 
repay close consideration by the researcher.' 
Jankowicz (1995, p207) also comments that, when the data set is being coded, 
only one code can be allocated to each segment of text when using content 
analysis. Owing to the nature of liP, certain segments of the data may be relevant 
to more than one code. Therefore, it was felt that this approach was too restrictive 
and not flexible enough to be used in this study. 
The data for this study were collected usmg semi-structured interviews, . a 
technique that lies between the structured and unstructured approaches to data 
collection. It was therefore considered that a data analysis technique that lies 
between content analysis and grounded theory analysis would be best suited to 
these data. King (1998) describes template analysis as just such an approach. 
Therefore, this technique was employed to analyse the data. Although there is a 
body of opinion relating to the barriers to achieving liP, no studies have examined 
how small organisations overcome the barriers. Template analysis allowed a 
theoretical framework to be explored and developed to help to explain how 
smaller companies have overcome the barriers. In particular, it was established 
that the analytical framework developed by Smith et al. (2002) failed to include 
how organisations had overcome the barriers outlined in the framework. The 
framework was developed to include the most frequently reported barriers and the 
methods used to overcome them (as discussed in Section 9.4). 
The next section describes the technique of template analysis in much greater 
depth. It examines how the template was developed and the measures taken to 
ensure a suitable template was used to analyse the data. 
69 
4.2.1.1 Template Analysis 
Template analysis, also referred to as 'codebook analysis or thematic analysis' 
(King, 1998, p 119), is a technique that is commonly used to analyse qualitative 
data. The concept behind template analysis is very similar to content analysis 
whereby a list of codes is produced to analyse the data. This concept of coding 
data is sometime referred to as 'indexing' (Mason, 1996). King (1998) refers to 
the list of codes as 'the template' although others like Crabtree and Miller (1999) 
refer to it as a code manual. Crabtree and Miller describe the template as 'a data 
management tool' (p 167) that is used by researchers to categorise textual data. 
The idea of the template is that it can be applied to the whole of a data set and 
therefore the codes must be developed to be applied across all of the transcripts. 
Mason (1996) refers to this as 'cross-sectional indexing', whereby the data are 
coded 'according to a set of common principles and measures' (PIll). The codes 
are pre-determined but, as the data set is analysed, new codes can be added to the 
template (unlike content analysis). The codes are then applied to the data set in a 
systematic and consistent manner. Where new codes are added to the template, 
previously coded transcripts have to be revisited to see whether the new codes can 
also be applied to those transcripts. 
A strength of template analysis is that it allows codes to be organised in a 
hierarchical fashion, in others words, it allows for codes to be grouped under 
broad codes that contain more specific codes. King (1998, p120) refers to the 
broader codes as 'higher' codes. These 'higher' codes are an aggregation of 
'lower level' codes. King (1998) states that 'most templates fall within the two to 
four level range'. Higher codes give an overview of the kind of data within the 
lower codes and could be described as giving a title for the rest of the data. The 
lower level codes could be referred to as sub-titles, splitting the data up into more 
meaningful and descriptive codes. By using template analysis, data that are 
relevant to more than one code can be indexed very easily, termed 'Parallel 
coding' (King, 1998). Again, content analysis does not permit one to do this. 
Crabtree and Miller (1999) comment that a template analysis or 'template 
organising style' as they refer to it, has four stages to the process. Firstly, the 
codes need to be developed in the manner described above. Secondly, the data set 
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needs to be coded using all the codes, whether pre-determined or otherwise. 
Thirdly, once the codes have been applied to the data set, the different levels of 
codes, as described by King (1998), need to be reviewed in order to ensure that all 
the relevant pieces of data are organised under the most relevant level one code. 
The final stage of a template analysis is to read the segments of text in order to 
identify connections and differences between them. Some explanation is then 
required to explain the connections and differences. 
The template should be revisited in order for refinements to be made, as per 
Crabtree and Miller's third stage. King (1998) suggested that a template can be 
redefined in four ways. The first, most common, redefinition is 'Insertion'; this is 
when new codes are inserted into the template. Once the template has been used 
to code the data set, there may be a number of codes that are redundant where no 
data have been indexed under that code. This is the second modification, termed 
'Deletion'. 'Changing the scope' of a code, the third refinement, may be 
necessary when an index is seen as being either too narrow or too broad. The 
final change that may occur to a template is 'changing the higher-order 
classification'. This would be happen if a lower level code is considered to be 
classified under the wrong higher level code and it would then be relocated to a 
more appropriate higher level code. 
4.2.1.2 Developing the Final Template 
The initial template was constructed using the questions from the interview guide 
as a basis for the pre-defined codes. The questions were developed directly from 
the literature review, hence it was the literature review that formed the basis for 
the pre-determined codes. The use of the interview guide as the base for the 
template ensured that the codes could be applied across the whole data set. This 
was of considerable help when trying to link the findings of the study to the 
literature review. 
The initial template had eleven higher codes (Appendix 7). This template was 
used to analyse the whole of the data set. As the transcripts were coded, many 
new codes were added to the template. All text that was viewed to be interesting 
and relevant to the study was coded and added to the template. After the full data 
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set had been coded for the first time, the transcripts were then read twice further, 
to make sure that any new codes were applied to the whole of the data set. 
On completion of the coding of the transcripts, the template had developed to 
incorporate a large number of codes (Appendix 8). In order to develop a template 
that was concise in answering the research questions, the new template (Appendix 
8) was scrutinised in order to ensure that only the most relevant codes were 
included. These were defined as those codes that were directly associated with the 
identified barriers. During the development of the more concise template 
(Appendix 9), codes were redefined in a number of ways, using the four forms of 
modifications described above (King, 1998). This version of the template was 
then passed to a third party for comment. As a result of this consultation, the 
template was again redefined; codes were deleted and re-organised. 
It was felt that the fourth (and final) version of the template (Appendix 10) would 
be sufficient to interpret the data set in the light of the research questions. Only 
those segments of data relevant to the final template were extracted from the 
transcripts. 
In order to ease the interpretation of the data within the template, the final 
template was split into eight sections. The first four sections are, again for ease of 
interpretation, the four principles of the Standard. The remaining four sections 
relate to other data viewed as important to the research project. These include 
comments that have been made by the respondents about the local Training and 
Enterprise Council. These comments might not be of direct importance to the 
research questions but, in some cases, they help to explain the responses given 
during the interviews. 
4.2.1.3 Interpreting the data 
This is the final stage of the template analysis described by Crabtree and Miller 
(1999). Bearing in mind the warning given by King (1998) above (section 4.2.1), 
each section of the template was analysed to ascertain the similarities and 
differences in the methods used by organisations to overcome the barriers. 
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According to Crabtree and Miller (1999) there are two approaches available to 
find the connections between the data, 'Displaying' and 'Chunking'. 
Displaying the data in order to 'spot' connections is a method that is often used. It 
involves displaying the data in either matrices or maps, or a combination of both. 
Miles and Huberman (1994) offer a number of methods that can be used to display 
data. However, the type of data produced by the final template was better suited 
to the 'Chunking' approach. The segments of data under each code, 'Chunks', 
were examined in order to identify themes or patterns. Once the themes have 
been identified, possible explanations as to why these themes/patterns have 
appeared need to be offered in order to build a fuller picture. Simply reporting the 
frequencies of individual themes would undermine the whole process of template 
analysis; a content analysis approach could have been used. The findings for the 
three size bands are discussed in Chapters five, six and seven respectively. 
4.2.2 Cross Case Data Analysis 
A cross case analysis was used to establish whether the size of organisations made 
any difference to the way the barriers have been overcome. A number of cross 
case analysis methods were available to analyse the data. However, given that 
the aim of the cross case analysis is to 'spot' the differences and similarities 
between the three size bands, a 'pattern matching' method similar to those 
described by Yin (1994) was judged to be the most appropriate. A cross size band 
template was developed to illustrate the methods used by the organisations in the 
different size bands to overcome the barriers (Appendix 11). The purpose of the 
template was to categorise the methods in a manner that made it easier to 'spot' 
differences and similarities. Miles and Huberman (1994) offer numerous methods 
that can be used to analyse data across a number of cases. My template is based 
on Miles and Huberman's (p178, Table 7.2) case-level display for partially 
ordered meta-matrix. Where differences in methods used to overcome the barriers 
are identified, the possible explanations will be discussed (see Chapter 8 below). 
4.3 Summary 
There are a number of possible methods that could have been used to collect and 
analyse the data required for this study. For the reasons outlined above, this study 
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used semi-structured interviews to collect the data. To analyse the data, template 
analysis was used analyse the transcripts from a within-case perspective. A cross 
case template is used to examine similarities and differences between the size 
bands. The following four chapters will examine and discuss the findings for the 
individual size bands, and from the cross case analysis. 
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INVESTORS IN PEOPLE 
Chapter 5: Findings for the under 10 size band 
The following three chapters report findings resulting from the empirical work. 
As previously mentioned in Chapter 4, the sample was divided into three size 
bands defined by number of employees in the organisation (under 10, 10 to 25 and 
26 to 49). The reasoning behind this split was explained in section 4.1.7. 
However to summarise, it became apparent during the literature review that many 
authors (Curran and Blackburn, 2001; Storey, 1994; Goss, 1991; and Rainnie, 
1989) warn against assuming organisations that employ fewer than 50 employees 
are homogenous. Hence, the use of individual size bands within the broad small 
organisation definition takes on board these concerns. Furthermore, the analysis 
of the individual size bands was a first and important stage of data analysis. The 
author was very aware of the importance of not losing the specifics of the findings 
relating to these individual size bands. Therefore, it was considered necessary to 
report them separately before conducting a comparative analysis across the three 
size bands. 
The main criticism that the current author had of previous studies on liP was that 
very few authors actually differentiated between the barriers that affect small 
organisations and those affecting medium sized or larger organisations. In respect 
of the unit of analysis in this study, i.e. small organisations, the majority of 
previous studies simply reported barriers affecting SMEs in general. Having 
made the case for not considering all small organisations as homogenous, the 
author was keen to ensure that the results from this study were reported in such a 
way that other researchers would be able to identify issues which, for example, 
relate to micro organisations. This would aid the understanding of potential 
differences between small organisations in their approach to liP (Chapter 8 draws 
on these differences). It is for these reasons that the analysis of the empirical 
work is reported in three separate chapters. 
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Throughout this chapter, the findings of the 'under ten' SIze band will be 
discussed. The size band comprised six organisations employing less than lO 
employees at the time of commitment to liP. 
5.1 Summary of size band 
Organisation Business Type Industry Number of 
employees 
Tl Dentist Private Service 8 
T2 Hair Salon Private Service 7 
T3 Plant Nursery and Wholesaler Manufacturing and S 
Retail 
T4 Training Provider Private Service 8 
TS Recruitment Agency & Training Private Service 7 
Provider 
T20 Training Provider/Consultancy Public Service 4 
Organisations making up this band predominantly worked within the servIce 
sector and were privately owned. The average number of employees for the size 
band was 6.S employees. 
5.2 Communication and Commitment (Section One) 
Communication and commitment is the first of the four principles of the Investors 
in People Standard. It looks at how the organisation communicates with its 
employees and how the commitment to the development of its people is 
demonstrated. 
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5.2.1 Findings for Communication and Commitment 
The focus of the questions with regard to communication and commitment was 
whether the organisations had encountered one of three barriers. The respondents 
were asked whether they had encountered the barriers and, if so, how they had 
overcome them. 
Two of the barriers were combined into one question as it was felt that they were 
addressing the same issue, communication within the organisation. The question 
asked the interviewees whether they had experienced any problems in 
communicating the organisation's vision to their employees, and explaining what 
liP was about. Respondents were also asked about their communication system, 
both pre and post liP commitment. With regard to commitment, respondents were 
asked whether the management and/or the employees had put up any form of 
resistance towards the organisation committing to the Standard. 
Out of the six organisations, only organisation T2 experienced difficulties in 
communicating their vision, and the motivation for undertaking liP, to the staff. 
The difficulty was trying to get the employees to understand what the Standard 
was about and why it was necessary for the organisation to obtain the Standard. 
The respondent commented: 
They could not get their heads around it at all and they could not understand why 
we were doing it. 
This difficulty could be explained by the fact that T2 only used ad-hoc 
team/departmental meetings as a mean of communication prior to embarking on 
liP. Hence the employees were not properly informed about the potential benefits 
of liP, and how the Standard fitted into what the organisation was doing . 
. . . when I first started we used to have a team meeting, but it was on an ad-hoc 
basis 
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The approach the respondent took to overcome the problem was to have a number 
of meetings to explain liP to the employees and set out why the organisation had 
committed to it. 
We tried to get them to understand, by having meetings at the end of the day 
especially when the assessor was coming. Once we'd explained to them that it 
was not about them but the organisation, and how we treated them, they 
understood what we were doing. We got over their resistance by explaining to 
them the basics of what Investors was. 
All other respondents felt that they did not encounter any problems in 
communicating their vision and the reasons for undertaking liP to their 
employees. It seems that those organisations had a common factor. All but T2 
had at least one or two communication tools, such as team meetings, in place prior 
to embarking on Investors. 
The analysis of this size band highlighted that the only source of resistance to 
Investors in People came from employees and not management. 
Representatives of T2 and T20 commented that they encountered initial 
resistance. In the case of T20, there seems to be a contradiction. The respondent 
claimed he communicated what liP involved to their employees with ease. 
However, he did experience difficulties in getting the staff to understand why the 
Standard was being introduced. 
I think that anything new will get some resistance .... 
Employees of T2 could not understand why the organisation wanted to pursue the 
Standard. The interviewee overcame this problem by holding meetings to explain 
the Standard to their staff. T20 also used a meeting in the form of 'an away day' 
· ..... with clarification, this is not a problem. I think about a week to a fortnight 
later, we had a staff away day and I do remember that we spent 2/3 hours 
discussing Investors then. Afterwards, I remember that (the away day) being 
particularly positive and the staff were very keen to get on with it. 
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5.2.2 Overcoming the Communication and Commitment barriers 
The overwhelming theme is that communication seems to be the key to 
overcoming both the barriers of communicating the business' vision and the 
details ofInvestors in People and to gaining internal commitment. 
Only one respondent actually reported having problems in communicating, and 
two encountered some resistance to liP. Communication between the employees 
and the management seemed to be essential in overcoming the barriers. No 
generalisations can be made but a number of organisations mentioned that the 
environment they worked in and the fact that they were a small organisation, 
helped them to communicate and interact with their staff on many aspects of the 
organisation's activities. The type of business seemed to have an impact on the 
ease of communicating the vision and liP; the training organisations seemed to 
have accomplished this with more ease than the others 
As part of the interview, interviewees were asked to name the three things that 
they perceived to be most important in order to have a 'smooth' journey through 
the liP process. Three of the six respondents put communication on this list. 
Tl - the third is clearly communicate 
T3 - ... .1 think possibly being the type of business we are which is a family 
business and other staff are almost part of the family, we do talk to each other a 
lot and everybody knows what is going on. I think this has been very important. 
T5 - an open way of management where everything is discussed, within reason, 
in an open fashion 
The clear message from these interviewees was that organisations must 
communicate with employees in order to overcome the barriers associated with 
communication and commitment. If a management team ensures that it 
communicates with their employees, it seems they are less likely to encounter 
problems. Alongside this communication, there seems to be a need for a culture of 
openness within the organisations. Having the communication mechanisms may 
not be sufficient. Management must also understand the importance of talking 
about organisational issues with their employees, as well as the issues relating 
directly to their job roles. The manner in which management teams communicate 
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with their staff cannot be dictated. However, from the evidence above, this need 
not be done in a formal manner. Informal meetings seem to have been sufficient 
for four of the organisations in this size band in meeting the requirements of the 
Standard. 
5.3 Findings for Planning (Section Two) 
A key principle of Investors in People is planning. The whole concept of liP is to 
align the training and development needs of individuals to the organisation's 
needs and objectives. Within this section, different aspects of planning will be 
discussed. 
5.3.1 Business Planning 
The development of a business plan can be very alien to organisations, in 
particular small organisations, hence a number of barriers can be encountered. 
This next section focuses on business planning issues. 
5.3.1.1 Business Planning Barriers 
Only one of the organisations had experienced difficulties in understanding what 
the Standard required in terms of a business plan. The respondent for T3 felt that 
the root of the lack of understanding stemmed from their advisor. The advisor did 
not allow the organisation to develop its own business plan, hence the 
organisation did not understanding exactly what was required. 
Did you find it difficult to understand what was required in terms of the business 
plan? 
We did because the TEe did it for us and we did not get chance to sit down and 
do it ourselves. 
In order to overcome this problem, the respondent tried to persuade the advisor to 
let her develop her business plan. In doing so, she was hoping to get a better 
understanding of what the Standard required. Unfortunately, the advisor was not 
obliging. 
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We tried to talk to the advisor but he would not listen. I felt that he should have 
guided and advised us, and let us do the work. That would have been more 
beneficial to the organisation. 
It was not surprising that the same organisation also experienced difficulties in 
identifying its business needs and objectives. However, organisation T3 was the 
only organisation to struggle with the concept of business plans and the 
identification of business needs. The advisor did not allow the organisation to 
identify its own objectives. 
He (the advisor) would say that your turnover is this, so next year you will 
increase your turnover by x amount, but we felt that these figures were 
unrealistic. He would not listen, and still included them in the business plan 
because he was not listening to what we were saying. 
The interviewee for Tl stated that he had difficulties in understanding what a 
business plan was, not what the Standard actually required. In this case, he stated 
that, owing to his background, he struggled with the whole idea of planning. 
However, unlike the experience of organisation T3, he was advised to attend a 
formal course to help him write his business plan instead of it being written for 
him. 
We didn't understand planning .... planning itself, not what the Standard required. 
They (the TEC) looked at our business plan which was two sides of A4, which 
was the biggest business plan I'd ever seen in dentistry, then said why don't you 
think of going on this course with a Business School? 
For T2, the main issue was the actual writing of the business plan, not so much the 
identification of business objectives. As with Tl, the local TEe helped the 
organisation to write the plan, but the advisor did not actually write it. It would 
seem that T3 was unfortunate in being assigned that particular advisor, and this 
had a detrimental impact on respondent's attitude towards liP. 
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5.3.1.2 Overcoming Business Planning Barriers 
It would seem that the key to getting over any business planning barriers was to 
seek support from a third party. If necessary, the person writing the business plan 
could undertake appropriate training, but this would very much depend on the 
amount of funding the organisation has at its disposal. The experience of T3, one 
would hope, was rare, but a key lesson is not to let a third party write the 
organisation's business plan. 
Interestingly, half of the organisations in this size band, commented that planning 
was one of the three most important things that organisations need to pursue 
Investors successfully. T20's representative mentioned that, for small businesses, 
the business plan was probably one ofthe most important documents they need. 
Planning, you have to have a business plan ... focus on the business ... 
... for a smaller business, it would defmitely be the business plan because a lot of 
the small organisations we work with are all over the place, they are not business 
people and to actually have a plan is a huge step forward 
5.3.2 Appraisals 
Appraisals are an important planning tool as they can be used to identify training 
needs of the workforce for inclusion in the business planning process. They are 
also useful as a means of communication between the management and 
employees. For the purpose of this study, the term 'appraisal' includes all other 
terminology used to describe such a system, such as performance review, personal 
development review, and performance and development review. 
5.3.2.1 Appraisal related Barriers 
The representatives of the organisations were asked whether they had encountered 
any problems when trying to implement an appraisal system. The only participant 
to comment was Tl's representative. All the other organisations had an appraisal 
system in place prior to Investors in People, or relied upon an informal system. 
The interviewee for Tl commented that the employees did not see the benefits of 
the appraisal. The employees did not understand the benefits that such a system 
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can bring to a organisation. Although the technique used by the head of the 
organisation was probably not the best approach, the organisation overcame the 
barrier. 
There is initial resistance and fear of appraisals. We got over the problem 
because I said they had to basically. 
The actions of the respondent can be partly explained as he suggested that dentists 
do not have much, if any, managerial experience. Hence, the way in which he 
dealt with the situation may have been the best way he knew, i.e., taking an 
authoritarian approach. 
Other organisations commented that their appraisal systems were informal. Some 
of the organisations did not actually consider their informal appraisal system to be 
an appraisal system. By contrast, despite having a paper-based appraisal, T5 still 
considered their appraisal system as being informal. 
The overall impression is that organisations feel that they are appraising their staff 
all the time owing to the size of the organisations. They did not have formal 
meetings to address performance problems and issues, but tackled issues as they 
arose. 
T2 - Because we are so small if any problem arises between these meetings we 
will talk and resolve them there and then as they happen. 
T3 - So it is all very informal. If they want to learn something they ask, if we 
feel that they need to know something we will show them. 
T5 - The reason that the appraisals are not formal is that if there was an issue 
with someone's performance or the way they were doing their job I would not 
wait until their appraisal to say something and as we are so small it would be 
dealt with as soon as it arose. 
T20 - We don't write anything down on paper, nothing is formal. In one sense 
we do appraisals all the time. 
5.3.2.2 Overcoming appraisal related barriers 
From the responses given, it appears that all but one of the organisations had 
overcome any potential barriers of a formal appraisal system by keeping the 
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system informal. This is not to say that they did not appraise their employees, but 
they have chosen to do this in an informal way. The decision not to use a formal 
system seemed to be based on two reasons. The first seems to be the size of the 
organisations and the environment they worked in, typically all the employees 
were in the same office. The organisations explained that continuous discussions 
about work related issues, including training and performance, happened on a 
daily basis, hence the employees are being assessed frequently, albeit informally. 
The second reason is that a formal system may put unnecessary strains on working 
relationships between the management and the staff. For small organisations, 
their employees were more than work colleagues, they were a very big part of the 
organisation. A formal system was believed to be inhibiting, and might result in 
the employees distancing themselves from the management. 
Given that all the organisations involved in this study have been recognised as 
'Investors in People', and that the majority of them within this size band did not 
use a formal system, it would be reasonable to suggest that a formal appraisal 
system is not needed in order to be recognised. However, one thing that became 
apparent when interviewing these organisations about appraisals was that it did 
not matter how a organisation appraised its employees, as long as there was a 
forum for employees to discuss any concerns they may have. This forum need not 
be formal. Communication between the management and the employees is, in my 
judgement, more important than having a formal appraisal system. 
5.3.3 Resources for training 
One of the key issues that small organisations encounter is not having enough 
resources for training (Hill age and Moralee, 1996; Gaunt, 1996; MHRM, 1997). 
This lack of resources can include lack of time, finance and materials. 
5.3.3'.1 Resources issues for training 
Many small organisations struggle to find the time for training their employees 
owing to the pressures of running and working in a small business. In this study, 
only two of the organisations mentioned that time was an issue in relation to 
training. Directors of T3 commented that they could not afford the time away at 
industry specific meetings when they were busy. The directors felt that they could 
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not justify the time away, given that the meetings varied In their level of 
usefulness. 
The respondent for TI stated that having employees away from the establishment 
on training, rather than treating the patients, was very expensive, although this did 
not stop the organisation from training its employees. He also made comments 
about the financial implications of training: 
Time away from practice, from treating patients is extremely expensive. More so 
in this field than many I think. That's partly down to funding and mainly time 
away. 
It would seem from these two examples that the organisations were equating time 
away for training with loss of productivity, a significant factor for a small 
organisation. For organisation T5, it was more a question of leaving the office 
short staffed, and the head of the organisation did not make any specific reference 
to loss of productivity. Indeed, this organisation's approach to giving staff time 
for training was solely dependent on the rest of the employees being able to work 
the extra hours and coping whilst the office was under staffed. 
The other scarce resource, according to the representative of Tl, was finance. The 
types of training courses necessary to meet his employees' needs are very 
expenSIve. 
I don't feel I can afford some of the, you know, hundreds of pounds a day. We 
tend to do a little bit, what we need here, on the computers whatever, we do it 
ourselves. 
Lack of time and funding are clear issues for these organisations, but there are 
ways round these problems. 
5.3.3.2 Overcoming the lack of resources for training 
All the organisations used the same method to overcome this barrier, apart from 
T5 that just coped with the staff shortages. The recurring theme from the other 
organisations was that in-house training was the best way to overcome the scarcity 
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of resources to train their employees. The in-house training mostly took the form 
of using the, knowledge of others in the organisation and passing it on to those 
employees that needed the training. 
However, three of the organisations were training providers of one form or 
another, and therefore these organisations would, by definition, have the relevant 
skills in-house to provide training. This option may not be available to the 
majority of organisations. 
5.3.4 Setting evaluation criteria for training activity 
Surprisingly, none of·the organisations reported that setting evaluation criteria, 
prior to the employees attending training, was an issue. The responses suggest 
that the setting of evaluation criteria is done informally and, in some 
circumstances, not at all. 
T3 - If we are training we are working alongside the person and therefore can 
tell whether the job is being done correctly. For example, a new girl has been 
with us for a few months now and she has been growing the herbs and the 
product is the best that we have ever produced so we evaluate by the end 
product. 
T 4 - What we are looking at predominantly is the achievement of a qualification. 
T5 - we discuss what we want to achieve out of it and why it would be useful for 
the employee. 
T20 - it is just so unlikely that people would want to go on courses unless there 
is a very clear purpose but there would never be any problem. 
These findings concerning setting of evaluation criteria are surprising, given the 
emphasis that the Standard places on evaluation. 
5.3.5 Training plan 
The training plan forms an integral part of the liP. The Standard helps to align 
training and the organisation's goals in order to ensure that the training is of 
maximum benefit to both the organisation and its employees. 
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5.3.5.1 Problems linking the training plan to the business plan 
Only organisations T3 and TS experienced difficulties in linking the two plans 
together. The owners of T3 organisation found it hard to identify specific 
employee training needs to link to the business plan. Two possible reasons may 
explain this predicament. Firstly, a third party developed the organisation's 
business plan, namely their advisor. Therefore, one would assume that it would 
quite difficult for the organisation to identify exact training needs to link to the 
business plan if the organisation was not too sure what the objectives were in the 
first place. Secondly, the culture of the organisation was similar to a family 
atmosphere, where the owners worked very closely with the employees. They 
may, therefore, have found it hard to detach themselves from 'shop floor' issues 
and step back to look at the 'bigger picture'. 
Interestingly, at the start of the interview with TS's representative, she believed 
that that she had not encountered any problems with the implementation of the 
Standard. However, when asked about focusing training needs, she admitted that 
the organisation had found it hard to link the training of employees with the 
business plan. The type of business and the sort of courses attended by the 
employees were cited by TS as explanations for this barrier. Predominantly, the 
work of the organisation is in recruitment, with some training courses as a 
sideline, therefore a lot of the training was sales orientated. The respondent 
commented that it was hard to link this type of training to the achievement of 
business objectives. Whilst it was possible to say that the training had helped to 
achieve higher sales figures, she argued: 
Because of the nature of our business, I found it hard to link specific training 
activities (sales courses) to the success of certain business objectives 
The participants from T3 and TS could not state how they had overcome this 
barrier. 
The principal finding is that, to make sure the training plan is focused on business 
objectives, a organisation must be clear about what it is trying to achieve. It needs 
to decide whether the employees have the right skills and training to take the 
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organisation forward in its desired direction. This could be achieved through 
appraisallperfonnance review or simply through observation. The training that 
has been identified, if any, should then be quite easy to link to the business plan. 
Again, it seems that communication between the employees and the management 
was the key factor in helping an organisation to link business and training plans. 
5.4 Findings for. Action (Section Three) 
In this section, the Standard looks at whether the suitable training has been 
completed or will be completed in due course. 
5.4.1 Problems with training and development activities 
Only T4 reported problems in finding appropriate training activities. The 
interviewee had problems in finding a provider for a certain type of IT training. 
Although the TEC suggested using a certain provider, that particular trainer did 
not actually provide that course. Once again, the organisation solved the issue 
with in-house training. However, T4 is a training provider and had the resources 
in-house, which begs the question why they were looking for an external source in 
the first place. The representative for T5, unlike T4, stated that she did not 
hesitate to use their internal resources if the training was applicable to the needs of 
the employee . 
... being a training organisation, if one of the staff feels that they need training in 
IT, as against people management training, then they would sit in on one of our 
training courses for one of our clients. 
It seems that, for the organisations in this size band, there was either not a 
problem in finding and implementing training activities or they used in-house 
activities to overcome any barriers. 
5.4.2 Resistance towards training 
A potential area of great conflict was trying to convince employees to attend 
training. Two thirds of the organisations in this size band commented that they 
had problems in getting employees on training courses. The problem seems to lie 
with the type of people employed. Convincing them to attend training outside 
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their normal working hours was the biggest issue. Some of the employees were 
part-time and did not wish to, or could not, attend training courses that were not 
arranged during their normal working hours. 
T2 - Occasionally it is hard to get someone in the training on his or her day off. 
T3 - As for the horticultural training, the people we have here did not want to go 
on it. These courses are taken over a course of time and staff did not want to 
attend either part-time or full-time. 
5.4.2.1 Overcoming resistance to training 
Three of organisatiot:ls had resorted to in-house training to overcome the 
resistance. 
Tt - In-house training helps a lot. 
T2 - We always get things mapped out one month in advance so that everybody 
knows what is happening when. Everybody is told as soon as it is booked. 
T3 - So we now use in-house training. 
Although the participant from T2 did not refer explicitly to in-house training, the 
phrase 'we always get things mapped out one month in advance' referred to the 
training sessions run in:'house. 
The other way to overcome barriers was to make sure that the employees 
understood the potential benefit to be gained from training. For example, T5: 
Explain to them the good points about the course, how it could help them in their 
job, the benefits they could get from it. 
Once more, communication seems to have played an important part in overcoming 
this issue. The in-house training approach relies on the organisation having the 
skills internally to deal with the training needs of the employees, a resource that 
may not be present in all small organisations. 
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5.5 Finding for Evaluation (Section Four) 
Evaluation is a crucial part of the training and planning process, and is usually a 
reported barrier (Smith et aI., 2001, forthcoming). However, the sample 
organisations in this size band did not seem to have encountered great problems in 
introducing an evaluation system. 
The interviewee from Tl commented that the biggest problem was knowing what 
questions to ask and making sure that all the employees were being asked the 
same questions. He introduced evaluation forms to ensure consistent responses 
were obtained and recorded. 
The representative for T20 relied upon the first three stages of Kirkpatrick's 
model (Kirkpatrick 1998). However, his background was rooted in training, 
hence knowledge of such a model and its application could be expected. 
As for the other four participants, three of them viewed their evaluation system as 
being informal. The use of presentation or observation, or in some cases both, 
was used as a means of evaluating the training. With these organisations, 
employees who had attended training courses would, upon their return and at the 
earliest opportunity, make a presentation to the rest of the employees about the 
content of the course. The respondents argued that this method ensured the 
employees concentrated during the training, as they knew they would have to give 
feedback to the rest of the organisation. 
Tt - My aim is to get them to talk about the training they've done at a team 
meeting, it helps fix it and fills in everyone else. It is not formally revisited to 
see ifit is being used. But we are small enough that we'd know. 
T2 - The main way is through observation, watching them in the salon, training 
night and it is also ongoing. We are continuously looking and observing to see 
how they work. We then use the training night for the employees to show what 
they have learned. 
T5 - The process for the evaluation would be that at the next meeting they would 
feedback to us what the course was about. Firstly, they make their own notes, 
during and after the course, and they then use these notes to make a presentation 
to everyone else. 
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Organisation T3' s respondent noted that, because of the size of her organisation, a 
formal evaluation system was not needed. By observing the employees doing 
their job, she could determine whether the one-to-one training has been 
understood. 
T3 - As far as the evaluation is concerned we are so small that evaluation is 
really done on a daily basis. We just observe what someone is doing. Iftheyare 
doing it wrong then you correct it to make sure they are doing it better, it is like a 
working relationship. There is no formal evaluation in place. 
The interviewee for T4 stated that the evaluation system consisted solely of 
whether a qualification was achieved or not. She did not use feedback sessions, 
observation or formal paperwork to establish whether anything had been gained 
from the training. 
T4 - What we are looking at predominantly is the achievement of a qualification . 
... .. once he has achieved that (NVQ being referred to) we will have a sales 
manager who can write his an own letters etc. which means that the evaluation is 
that he can you use a computer when before he couldn't. 
The respondents in this size band do not seem to have experienced any great 
barriers in evaluating their training, apart from knowing what questions to ask to 
gauge the effectiveness of training. Four of the six participants made it clear that 
their systems were very informal. A fifth, Tt, used forms but the approach was 
not that formal. Again, the size of the organisations appears to have influenced 
the formality of the procedures. Nevertheless, informal systems were quite 
adequate for what the Standard requires. A combination of feedback presentation 
and observation seems to be sufficient for the liP assessors for a organisation in 
this size band. 
5.6 Training and Enterprise Councils and Assessment Issues (Section Five) 
Of the six organisations, only one respondent felt that its TEe had not provided 
adequate support. The interviewee felt that the approach used by its advisor was 
far too 'hands on'. The management team hoped that the advisor would have 
pointed them in the right direction and then leave them to do the majority of the 
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work required. Most of the criticism was directed at the advisor (rather than the 
TEe itself), although the TEe does have ultimate responsibility for its advisors. 
We had this chap come out from the TEC to help us through it and one of the 
criticisms I gave him at the first feedback was that he did too much of the work. 
We felt that we did not have to do much work. We had a chat but all the work, 
getting things done, typed up and presented, was done by the TEC. I felt that we 
should have been made to do all of that work, I think that if we had done more 
ourselves then we would have got more out of it. But he came and said you need 
to do this and that but he went away and did it all for us. I feel that the advisor 
was more concerned with himself and what he was doing and achieving than 
with what we were trying to achieve. I feel that he did not listen to us properly. 
Maybe that was just what he was like ...... .1 felt that we should have been guided 
and advised and left to do the work. That would have been more beneficial to the 
organisation ....... Although we had the meetings, went to the training and had 
the advisor come in, I could not follow what we were meant to be doing. It was 
not explained to us very well. The language he used was ,obviously the language 
he used with his colleagues but it is not the way we would speak 
The representative felt that the approach used by the advisor impeded their 
progress. She tried to overcome this barrier by talking to the advisor but to no 
avail. Her feelings were made very clear on two occasions. When asked whether 
she would go through with the organisation's second assessment, she stated: 
..... he wanted to come back and do another one this January however just at the 
moment we do not want to go for assessment. 
The second time was when the interviewee was asked to name the three most 
important things that a organisation should do in order to get through the 
Investors in People process, she answered: 
I would probably say don't bother 
Nevertheless, the general feeling amongst respondents was that the local TEe was 
very supportive and encouraging, especially in providing financial support. 
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T2 - The other motive for investors was that the TEC offered to pay most of the 
cost and all we paid was the VAT. 
Tt - They're very encouraging, in fact they paid for our last assessment. They 
are not only supportive, they've given me money as well, which is something 
like £500 a day which is quite a lot. Once we decided to do it they were very 
supportive. 
T20 - We have not paid a penny for it and I made that clear to the TEC before 
we started 
5.7 The Standard (Section Six) 
The structure and wording of the Standard has produced a lot of potential barriers. 
The barriers were mainly associated with implementation, especially the language 
used in the Standard to describe the indicators. 
5.7.1 The effort required to implement the Standard 
Half of the participants reported that the efforts made to get recognised were more 
than they had anticipated. Organisation T20's representative, for example, 
commented that the amount of work needed for recognition was misunderstood. 
It did require more effort than I had expected because I thought it was a matter 
of ticking the boxes, but that was because of my enthusiasm for it, rather than as 
a result of following instructions from the advisor. 
Despite having the advantages of existing procedures, the interviewee from Tl 
and T2 both said that the collecting of the evidence for the portfolio needed for 
the assessment was an exercise that required more effort than had been expected 
at the outset. 
Tt - The gathering evidence bit did take some time. 
T2 - Creating all the paperwork needed for Investors took a lot of time and 
effort. 
Tl 's representative was the only interviewee to offer a solution to tackle this 
barrier. The head of the organisation had used a computer program called 
'Portfolio Builder'. This program helps organisations to work through the 
Standard and facilitate the collection of the evidence required for each of the 
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indicators. It offers examples of the type of evidence the organisation should 
have for each of the indicators. The program was available to all organisations at 
a small cost but only this participant mentioned that he benefited from this 
facility. 
If! hadn't had that computer disk I would have really struggled. It's like an exam 
and I didn't have a clear idea what the examiner wanted ... 1 was greatly helped 
by a computer program they had. (Portfolio Builder) If! didn't have that I don't 
think I'd have done it and I think that only came in the year I did it. 
None of the six interviewees felt that the Standard was more rigorous and 
thorough than they had expected. 
5.7.2 Problems with the Language used in the Standard 
The language used to describe the Standard was an area of comment for half of 
the respondents in this size band. They felt that the Standard contained language 
that was not applicable to small organisations and that it was full of jargon. 
However, two of the interviewees appreciated that the Standard had to cover all 
organisations and therefore could not be written to apply to one type of business. 
No suggestions were made on how to deal with the language barrier. The 
respondents seem to accept it and hence it could not be considered a significant 
deterrent. 
5.7.3 Time issues 
The time issues discussed here relate to the work required for recognition, not 
time for training. Although T2's representative felt the time element of the 
implementation was not a problem, one could deduce the opposite from his 
response. He commented that he and the owner had done a lot of the work 
required outside their normal working hours. However, the respondent did feel 
that liP was important enough to the business to warrant the extra hours spent on 
its implementation. The perceived benefits of being an 'Investors in People' were 
felt to justify the extra hours. 
No not really although we did do a lot of work out of work time. I felt that it 
was crucial to the business and it would form a very important part of it. 
94 
The interviewee from T20 took a similar approach to the implementation of liP. 
The head of the organisation felt that the principles behind the Standard were 
something the organisation was doing any way and that it coincided with the 
organisation's procedures. The time element was never an issue as liP was 
integrated into the business and it was made part of things that the organisation 
needed to be doing in order to be successful. 
It fitted in with what we were doing any ways and that's the way we do a lot of 
things around here. We don't have the approach to anything where we would 
say no we have not got the time to do it. We just pulled it with everything else, 
its just part of the work. 
5.7.4 The perceived bureaucracy of the Standard 
Five of the six interviewees felt that the liP Standard was bureaucratic. The focus 
of this bureaucracy seemed to be confusion over what was required by the 
Standard and of the portfolio, and also over the perception that an organisation's 
procedures and practices had to be formal. For four of these five respondents, the 
focus of complaint was the portfolio and the evidence required to satisfy the 
Standard. The representatives felt that the portfolio was repetitive and focused on 
irrelevant issues. The interviewee from T3 thought that the wording of the 
indicators forced her to repeat herself, hence creating more work. The participant 
from Tl referred to it as 'bloody hard work'. The respondent for T20 was quite 
adamant that, if he had been asked to produce the portfolio himself, he would not 
have continued with the assessment. 
T2 - there was a lot of stuff that did not have much relevance to anything. 
T3 - I don't know whether it is because we are a small business and we are 
informal but I felt that there seemed to be quite a lot of duplication to do. The 
answer to this question was very similar to the answer to that question which 
made you repeat yourself. 
T20 - To be honest, Verity (a placement student from the TEC) did the 
storyboard and if I had had to do it, it would have probably been the bit that 
would have made me feel like throwing the process away, I would have not 
spent days on that. 
95 
The respondent for T 4 suggested that the bureaucracy came from the 
formalisation of the organisation's procedures. She was of the opinion that if she 
had been 'forced' to formalise the informal working environment of her 
organisation, she would have not pursued Investors in People. 
It could have been very bureaucratic for us if we had to write everything down 
and do everything formally. If that had been the case I would have not pursued 
liP. 
Nonetheless, it appears that informal procedures suffice in meeting the 
requirements of the Standard, as that organisation went on to be recognised. 
s.s The most important factors in achieving liP, as perceived by the firms in 
this size band 
The interviewees were asked to name the three most important factors to minimise 
the number of barriers encountered in achieving liP. They were also asked why 
their firms were able to overcome the barriers. Their responses to both questions 
were grouped under three headings: People Management Issues; Organisation 
Characteristics; and liP related Issues. 
S.S.1 People Management Issues 
Four of the interviewees mentioned that commitment from the top of the 
organisation was very important to succeeding with liP. The respondents for TI 
and T2 went as far as saying that 'it's the single most important thing'. 
It has to have someone to lead it and therefore commitment of the managers and 
owners is very important. It is up to the management to try and get the best out 
of its people especially in a small business like ours ... top level commitment is 
paramount to success. 
Interestingly, T2's and TS's representatives mentioned that organisations had to 
provide their employees with training in order to be successful with Investors. 
One would have assumed that this was a prerequisite and that firms that were 
interested in Investors in People would be doing just that, investing in their 
people. 
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Half of the participants in this size band felt that communication was very 
important in the implementation of liP. Communication has been a recurring 
theme in this chapter. 
Despite being small organisations, the interviewees of T1, T5 and T20 commented 
that planning was an important aspect in a successful journey through liP. 
AppraisalslPerformance reviews were also deemed important by three of the 
organisations. 
The participant from T2 was the only respondent to view job descriptions, an 
organisation handbook and goal setting as key factors. This may be explained by 
looking at why firm T2 went for Investors. One of the driving forces for T2 was 
that the heads of the organisation was hoping that recognition would formalise the 
procedures and policies, and help them to focus the business. 
It was a focus thing for the business where we would be looking at business 
objectives. 
So it hasformalisedyour business? 
Yes. 
With this goal in mind, the job descriptions and goal setting would ensure that all 
employees knew what they had to do, and the handbook would inform them about 
the organisation's policies and procedures. It is not surprising that this respondent 
was the only one to mention formalisation as a driving force, behind the adoption 
ofIiP. 
The last factor under the people management Issues was the importance of 
creating a good team spirit/culture/working relationships. Four of the six 
interviewees suggested that this was an important element to a successful 
recognition to the Standard. 
T5 - I think that team spirit plays an important role in achieving Investors. 
T20 - I think it was down to the cultural base of the organisation. 
Is that because of the training background which you come from? 
Yes it is also a shared understanding of how we do get on. 
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In summary, the following are deemed by over half of the organisations in this 
size band to be critical 'people management' issues in implementing Investors in 
People: 
• 
• 
• 
'. 
• 
management commitment 
communication 
planning 
appraisals/performance reviews 
creating a good team spirit/culture/working relationship 
5.8.2 Organisational Characteristics 
Only a few factors were mentioned under this heading. The participant of T20 
commented that its determination to achieve liP, and the background of the 
employees and management played an important part in its recognition. These 
factors also apply to other organisations. He felt that being quite small was an 
advantage when trying to implement liP. Whilst the respondent for T5 felt that, 
any organisation that was implementing or thinking of committing to the Standard 
must have the employees' support. 
You must have everybody behind you in order to get through Investors. 
However, the most important organisational characteristic was the existence of 
policies and procedures prior to commitment to the Standard. Three of the 
representatives commented that, if they had not had a number of policies and 
procedures in place before they committed to Investors in People, the process may 
have been more troublesome. 
Tt - But bearing in mind that we were already doing much of what was required 
by liP, we had training and we were doing appraisals 
T2 - We had a lot of bits and pieces before we started investors, which was an 
advantage. 
T4 - I think that the only reason that it was made easy was because the 
procedures were already here. 
98 
Organisation Tl's participant also mentioned the fact they were accredited to the 
ISO scheme had made it easier for them to achieve the Standard. 
Investors has been a whole lot easier to achieve than ISO. It would have been a 
bit more difficult without ISO, but not insurmountable. 
In response to a direct question, only three interviewees made reference to 
existing procedures and policies as being important. However, a further two 
respondents also mentioned it as being important during the course of their 
interviews. 
T5 - I did not have any trouble with any of it because according to our advisor 
we already did a lot of things required for investors. We have always done 
appraisal albeit not written. I was pleasantly surprised that we had got most of 
the things in place. 
T20 - Yes the guy who came, we spent a long time talking about it and he 
seemed to be of the opinion that we had almost all of the things in place. 
Therefore, it would appear that the most important organisational characteristic is 
having existing procedures and policies in place. Whilst this may help a number 
of organisations, it will probably not be much help for the majority of 
organisations who commit to the Standard. 
5.S.3 Investors in People related issues 
A factor mentioned by the respondent from Tl only was the value of having an 
evaluation system in place. What is not clear is whether this system had to be a 
formal system, as operated by Tl. If a formal system was being referred to, then 
the other organisations in this size band have proven that an informal system 
suffices and is just as important as a formal one. 
5.9 Summary: Overcoming Barriers in the 'Under 10' size band 
From the evidence given by those respondents that did encounter barriers, it 
would seem that the use of informal and/or formal meetings could be used to 
overcome the communication and commitment barriers. Indeed, the assessors of 
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these organisations clearly felt that infonnal meetings were a sufficient 
communication tool. Issues relating to the commitment of employees to pursue 
Investors in People were resolved by using meetings to explain what the process 
was about. Communication was also seen as an enabler in convincing staff to 
attend training, thus overcoming any resistance they may have had. It was also 
important in appraising employees, and in the development of the organisation's 
training plan. Respondents felt that, as they were talking to their employees on a 
regular basis, they were in effect appraising them frequently, hence there was no 
need for a fonnal appraisal system. 
Although no finn suggestions can be offered on how to overcome business 
planning issues, it would be fair to comment that organisations must not let a third 
party write their plans. The local TEC must be used to its fullest capacity, but 
there is a balance to be struck. Organisations must seek out advice and support 
from their local TEC, but must ensure that the advisors let the organisation do the 
work itself. 
In-house, on-the-job training was used as a method for overcoming a number of 
barriers. It has been used to overcome the lack of resources for training, the 
problems with implementing and finding training courses, and as a means of 
overcoming resistance to training. 
Infonnal procedures seem to be the key in overcoming a number of barriers. A 
number of participants have mentioned that their appraisal system was infonnal. 
The setting of evaluation criteria was also reported to be infonnal by the majority 
of the sample organisations in this size band, as was the evaluation of training. 
The majority of interviewees reported that feedback presentations to the rest of the 
employees and observation were the principal methods used to evaluate training. 
However, the adoption of Kirkpatrick's model (Kirkpatrick 1998) could be a way 
to help organisations implement a fonnal system and overcome the potential 
barriers associated with setting up an evaluation system for liP accreditation. The 
respondents in this size band seem to convey the message that fonnal procedures 
are not important in achieving Investors in People status. 
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With regards to training plans, organisations should consult the employees in 
order to facilitate the focusing of training needs to the business objectives. For 
example, organisations could discuss their business objectives with the 
employees, then ask them if they feel they have the right skills to move the 
business forward or whether extra training would be beneficial. If the latter were 
the case, then the training would be clearly linked to the objectives. The 
willingness to either work extra hours or to integrate the liP framework into the 
organisation's day-to-day activities were key factors in overcoming the amount of 
time required to implement the Standard. 
Informal or formal meetings; daily communication within the organisation; in-
house training; and informal approaches and procedures seem to be critical 
elements in unlocking the potential barriers. The message from the respondents 
was that, as long as they are talking to their employees, using in-house training to 
its full potential, then newly committed firms may find achieving liP easier. 
Having at least informal procedures for communication, appraisals and evaluation 
including the setting of evaluation criteria may facilitate the implementation of 
liP. The acceptance of informal procedures by the assessors is an issue that 
contradicts previous research that suggests liP requires formal procedures. 
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INVESTORS IN PEOPLE 
Chapter 6: Findings for the 10 to 25 size band 
This size band comprises eight organisations employing between 10 and 25 
employees at the time the organisations committed to the Standard. 
6.1 Summary of size band 
Organisation Business Type Industry Number of 
employees 
T6 Government Organisation Public Service 23 
T7 Child Nursery Private Service 16 
T8 Blinds Retailer and Retail and 16 
Manufacturer Manufacturing 
TI0 Training Providers Private Service 24 
Tll Solicitors Private Service 16 
T12 Component Manufacturer Manufacturing 17 
T13 Call Centre Private Service 24 
T18 Marketing Organisation Private Service 15 
Organisations included in this size band are predominantly from the service sector 
and privately owned. The average number of employees per organisation for the 
size band is 18.9 employees. 
6.2 Communication and Commitment (Section One) 
The interviewees were asked two questions relating to the three potential barriers 
associated with this section: communicating the organisation's vision; 
communicating the principles of liP to their employees; and, overcoming 
resistance to committing to the Standard. 
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6.2.1 Findings for Communication and Commitment 
The representatives were asked whether they had encountered problems in relation 
to the first two potential barriers above. Only one of the eight participants had 
experienced difficulties. 
The representative of T6 commented that the barrier was encountered because of 
the diversity of the work the organisation was involved in. She stated that its 
employees struggled to understand that the organisation's 'priorities' could be so 
wide-ranging. 
The most difficult bit is the regional assembly bit that's like an add-on to us. Not 
all staff are involved in that nor do they need to be .. .It's not the main vision but 
rather the policy priorities that they find difficult to grasp .. .it's not possible to 
summarise the diversity of policy priorities into a vision statement 
The third barrier, resistance from the management and/or the employees when 
first committing to the Standard, was cited by two respondents. 
The representative for T7 commented that its employees were anxious to know 
why the organisation wanted to commit to the Standard. The employees were 
concerned about the implications for them as individuals. 
They just had a problem with the whole idea of liP. What did it mean to them? 
When we actually said we were going to do liP, it was 'Oh my God'. They were 
terrified. 
T12's respondent reported similar anxieties, as the employees and some ofthe line 
managers were not keen on the idea. The Managing Director wanted to introduce 
something new and the employees did not understand the potential benefits for 
them and the organisation . 
... at the start most people were very negative about it because it was something 
new and people don't like new things, people feel that they are being put on and 
that they are going to be pestered ... At the start, people were wary oflnvestors, 
'why are we doing this' attitude. If people are not going to get something and 
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they can't see any benefits initially, then why are people going to bother? But if 
people can see that there will be individual benefits, it would be different. 
The organisations managed to overcome these initial anxieties using the methods 
described below. 
6.2.2 Overcoming the Communication and Commitment Barriers 
The respondent for T6 used the staff appraisal system to inform each individual 
which of the organisation's priorities applied to them. She stated that even if each 
employee did not know all of the priorities and how they affected him or her, they 
at least knew the priorities that applied to them . 
. .. within the staff development interviews, we do highlight the points of priority 
and list them for individual staff, so they can see how they fit in. 
Representatives for T7 and T12 spent some time talking to their employees about 
Investors in People. Although T12's participant did not actually explicitly state 
that it spoke to its employees about the Standard, her comments suggest this must 
have happened. 
I think people saw that it would be a way to structure things. People saw that 
they were benefiting from it. 
The respondent for T7 stated that meetings were used to communicate to their 
employees exactly what they could expect from the Standard, communication was 
seen as the key to overcoming this barrier. The material produced by liP UK was 
also distributed to all of its employees. 
Well, we used to bring it up at every staff meeting. We also copied papers that 
liP had given us, which concentrated on: 'What will you actually get out of it?' 
And we just used to talk about it, most of the time. It was trying to put it in 
layman's terms. 
So a key to overcoming those barriers was to keep them informed? 
Yes, communication right down the line. 
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All three of these respondents made changes to their communication system 
during their 'journey' through liP. In order to ease the communication between 
management and employees, changes were made to the format of their meetings 
and/or new meetings were introduced. 
T6 - Team meetings have increased quite a lot. We have full team meetings, 
which include management. We also have a team meeting, which excludes 
management. Then we have a team meeting; which includes a briefmg session, 
which can be on any aspect of the organisation. 
T7 - In the staff meetings we have standing agenda items because we were 
criticised on communication so we have certain things .. .IiP appears every time 
now. 
T12 - We have team meetings now. The teams get together every six weeks to 
discuss such things as sales targets. 
The interviewee from T6 also commented that all their meetings are scheduled 
formally and TTs representative stated that a six monthly staff questionnaire was 
also used to get the employees' perspective on what the organisation was doing or 
should be doing. 
T6 - They're schedule and work pretty well, and we do try to encourage all staff 
to participate. 
T7 - Then we have a staff questionnaire six months later which asks them, for 
example, about the nursery and their particular role in the nursery. 
A culture of communication seemed to the key for the organisations in this size 
band to overcome the commitment and communication barriers. The knowledge 
of what the organisation was trying to do and achieve, and how the employees 
fitted into that seemed to be critically important. 
6.3 Findings for Planning (Section Two) 
As previously mentioned, planning is an integral part of the Standard and one that 
is vital to the success of any organisation wishing to be recognised as an Investor 
in People. 
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6.3.1 Business Planning 
As mentioned in the previous chapter, business planning can be an area of concern 
for small organisations. The barriers to business planning encountered by the 
organisations in this study are discussed below. 
6.3.1.1 Business Planning Barriers 
Only two interviewees felt that they had a problem in understanding what the 
Standard required in terms of a business plan. The representative of T6 did not 
like the term business plan because she worked for a small organisation. 
I don't like the term business plan because as a small organisation we don't have 
a written business plan. 
The organisation had difficulty in using the term 'business plan', and overcame 
the barrier by writing what they called 'Policy priorities' instead of developing a 
formal business plan. 
The participant from Tll stated that his organisation encountered problems when 
trying to understand what was required in relation to business planning. Unlike 
interviewee from T6, the respondent did not have any idea of the concept of a 
business plan, let alone what one should contain. 
The business plan, we did not have the foggiest idea what a business plan looked 
like. We also had a great deal of difficulty writing down objectives as oppose to 
aspirations. We got rather tied up in the abstract idea of a business plan 
With free advice and guidance from a consultancy firm, paid for by the local 
Training and Enterprise Council, the respondent for Tll was able to understand 
the format and content of a business plan. When asked specifically how it 
overcame this barrier, the respondent answered: 
We were spoon fed basically. This is what a business plan looks like, this is 
what you have to do, and shall we work out some business objectives for you? 
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The core of the problem for TII was in understanding a business plan. The 
respondent was very surprised how simple a business plan could be in practice. 
We were somewhat surprised by how basic a business plan could be. We will 
increase our profit on turnover by 2% this year. That is a business objective. 
Although the representatives of T7 and T8 stated that they did not have any 
problems in understanding the requirements of a business plan, they had problems 
in identifying their business needs/objectives. 
The interviewee of T7 stated that, because they did not produce or manufacture 
anything, identifying quantifiable objectives was the problem for this nursery. 
I had an initial problem organising the business plan. It had to be more detailed 
and more complicated than in the past. We don't manufacture anything and we 
don't produce a product, so we can't say we want to increase sales 5% and profits 
by 3%. We couldn't do that because we can only have 27 children and 
everything that the TEe gave us related to manufacturing so it was very tiresome 
developing the business plan. We wondered what we were going to put on ours. 
The management team of T7 tackled this issue by visiting a number of other 
nurseries. They also tried to identify the business needs in a simpler way. 
It wasn't until we looked at it in simplified terms in relation to the business that 
we could actually get down to doing it (producing the business plan). One of the 
things that helped us the most was the file we got from a school. We could relate 
to that more. And we also visited another nursery and that helped a lot. 
The respondent for T8 had a similar problem, despite being involved in both the 
manufacture and retail of their own products. He still found it hard to identify its 
objectives. 
6.3.1.2 Overcoming the Business Planning Barriers 
From the responses in this size band, there do not seem to be any clear-cut 
methods to overcome barriers relating to business planning. The participant from 
T6 adapted the requirements of the Standard to its own practices rather than trying 
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to fit its organisation into the Standard. The respondent for T7 identified its 
business needs by networking with other organisations in the industry that had 
business plans in place. The interviewee from Tll sought external advice and 
expertise from a consultant. However, two of the representative, T7 and TII, 
suggested that issues related to business planning should be tackled in a simplistic 
way. They commented that, initially, they were looking for a complicated way to 
identify their business needs and objectives. A more basic approach had paid 
dividends. 
6.3.2 Appraisals 
As mentioned in Section 5.3.2, appraisals are an important management tool but 
can be difficult to implement. The barriers associated with appraisals are now 
discussed below. 
6.3.2.1 Appraisal related barriers 
Three of the participants experienced difficulties in implementing their appraisal 
systems. The representatives from T8 and TII both commented that their 
employees resisted the introduction of the appraisal system. 
The employees of TIl felt that the appraisal system was being introduced as a 
means for the management to control and monitor workforce performance. The 
employees of T8 felt that the introduction of the appraisal system would lead to 
adverse repercussions. By contrast, the barrier encountered byT12 related to the 
administration of such a system; resistance came from the managers not having, or 
making, the time to conduct their appraisals. The respondent also commented that 
some of the more mature employees saw the system as an inconvenience rather 
than offering any benefits. 
T8 - To have any kind offonnal procedure on staff assessment is not easy. Some 
of the staff are quite frightened by it. We've talked to them, explained there's no 
reperc,:!ssions but one guy and two or three of the ladies were worried it was 
going to lead to piece work, standing over them, measuring them; or that we're 
looking for weaknesses in them, which we've explained we're not, but they find 
it quite difficult to accept. 
Ttt - Resistance - yes of course, they saw it as another tool for controlling. 
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T12 - Yes time is ,a problem, especially in production. The production manager 
finds it very difficult to fit in his eight appraisals ... It also bothered people, 
especially the older guys. It was not something they thought 'great, it's my 
appraisal, I can get something from this'. They looked upon it as a chore. 
The barriers encountered by these organisations were twofold; the employees 
feared the introduction of such a system would have repercussions for them; and, 
there were concerns from both management and employees about the time that it 
would take to do the appraisals. 
6.3.2.2 Overcoming appraisal related barriers 
It would seem, from the responses, that the respondents for T8 and TII have used 
similar methods to overcome this barrier. The Managing Director of T8 decided to 
talk to the employees, to make them understand there was no intention to use the 
system for control purposes. The senior partner of Tll also attempted to reduce 
apprehension by being honest with their employees, in the hope that this approach 
would reassure them. 
Just by being frank about your own lack of experience with appraisal. We were 
quite determined this time that aspects on training and development would be 
followed through. We thought we would put money where our mouths were and 
they were eventually won over by that. 
The interviewee from T12 tried to overcome the 'time' issue by redesigning its 
original appraisal system to render it more informal. In doing so, it was hoped to 
reduce the time needed and hence be more appealing to the managers and staff 
alike: 
How did you overcome the 'time'issue? 
By changing the Performance and Development Review system. We gave the 
other one a good go for three years but it was not right. We have gone 
completely the other way and it's completely relaxed but I don't think that is 
right either. We will see how it goes. People are still having appraisals, PDR's 
whatever, but they are just informal. 
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Again, no clear method was identified to help organisations overcome the 
potential barriers associated with implementing an appraisal system. However, 
from these responses, it appears that communication between employees and 
management is essential. The introduction of an appraisal system seems to be 
made easier if the management speak to the workforce, explain why appraisal is 
needed and spell out potential benefits for the employees. 
6.3.3 Resources for training 
A feature of small firms is the lack of resources that are available to them. This 
scarcity can mean that training is overlooked in many organisations. The 
following sub-sections report the issues relating to resources pertinent to this size 
band. 
6.3.3.1 Resources issues for training 
Two main resource constraints have been identified by four of the respondents in 
this size band. The amount of time available for training was an issue highlighted 
by four of the participants. The pressures of working in a small organisation 
meant that finding time to train people was a barrier for these organisations. 
T8 - Time, we're a very small business and to give time off in the daytime is 
difficult. We do give them time off in the day but, because of the nature of it, it 
is restrictive. We are severely restricted in the amount of full time, residential 
courses the guys can attend. 
Tt 0 - Yes a little bit, it is mainly around the time ... the issue was more around 
trainees having time to come out of the job rather than the trainer rmding time on 
hisjob~ 
T12 - Time. Actually getting people away from production and the office. That's 
the only problem. 
Even for T13, where a full-time trainer was employed, time was still an issue. 
Tt3 - It's organising those people out there. You can't do it at lunchtime because 
people want their lunch and there are other people on the phones. It's very hard 
because at the end of the day we get paid to provide a service and if there is 
nobody there to answer the phones we can't provide that service. 
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The respondent for T7, along with those from T8, T13 and T18, commented on 
the lack of financial resources at their disposal for training. These financial 
restrictions were described in two different ways. The interviewee for T7 
commented that the cost of getting people into cover for staff on training was very 
expensive owing to the nature of its business (a child nursery). 
T7 - If one person expressed an interest in a course, would you offer it to others? 
We didn't at that time but it was a question of expense. If they do go out then 
obviously you have to get staff in. It's not like a normal job where Joe BIoggs 
covers. You can't do that because of staffing ratios. So, yes, it becomes 
expensive 
The financial restrictions on T8, T13 and T18 are focused on the direct costs of 
external training. Organisation T8 could not afford to send employees on one day 
training courses that cost three to four hundred pounds. Similarly, the participant 
from T13 stated that the external training budget was small and thus every course 
had to be scrutinised to ensure the maximum return on expenditure made. 
T8 - Getting people in here to train six or eight staff for £600 for a day, we can 
do it. Sending people away individually at a cost of £300-400 per employee, 
then that's a problem 
T13 - Our external training budget is quite small so we have to be very careful 
what we spend that on. If we want somebody to come in and do training we 
have to make sure that we have the highest impact. We have to analyse what to 
spend that money on in quite a lot of detail. 
T18 - Sometimes you just have to look at whether you can justify the cost of the 
training. For instance,just to take two people out of the office I know that for a 
day's training with a client there's a cost in the region of £1000. Perhaps even 
£1200- £1500. When you have fmite resources, a small team, you have to say 'Is 
that justified?' 
The respondent for Tl3 also stated that the organisation suffers because it operates 
24 hours a day, seven days per week. Finding the time to train those working at 
night can be a problem. However, these representatives still managed to train 
their employees, by adopting the methods described below. 
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6.3.3.2 Overcoming the lack of resources for training 
The respondent from T7 stated that the problem had not fully been overcome. She 
commented that she had tried to introduce training in the evenings but the 
employees were not eager to attend the sessions. The employees were offered 
payment to entice them to attend, but they were still not keen to do so. 
The representatives of T12, T13 and T18 stated that in-house skills were used to 
overcome their shortfall in resources. The respondent for T12 commented that a 
lot of training was job related and therefore it could be offered in-house and 
classed as on-the-job training. Whilst T13 had a lot of knowledge and skills in-
house, and used its own people to deliver training sessions, it had to schedule 
training so that it did not coincide with any of its major dates. T18 also used 
coaching and advice, together with careful scheduling of workload, to overcome 
the lack of resources. 
T12 - A lot of the training is internal training anyway and goes along with the 
job but we do do some training out of the office and we just manage. It is a 
barrier but we get around it. People have to cover for each other. 
T13 - Internally, we have quite a lot of skills within the group that we can bring 
people in and do training in small groups. A lot of our training is in house. We 
get people in, we rarely send people away. We do the training in very small 
groups so that we can release people from the phone. We also train over night. 
We try and work out the training not to coincide with any of our key dates 
throughout the year. 
T18 - So whenever we can handle the training we'll try to do it internally 
through more experienced people on the projects who offer the coaching, the 
advice. Ifwe can't do it internally then we'll look to an external source, which we 
will evaluate within 3-4 weeks. It's all down to the scheduling really. 
The respondent for T13 trained night staff by working alongside them during their 
shift. She re-arranged her hours of work to suit the employees. However, such a 
degree of flexibility may not be achievable if the organisation does not have a 
training manager or someone whose sole task is training. The other big advantage 
that she had over most organisations of its size was that the organisation was a 
subsidiary of a group. She could therefore call upon the knowledge of others in 
the group to deliver the in-house training sessions. Having a dedicated training 
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manager and access to this type of resource IS a luxury that many small 
organisations simply do not have. 
The interviewee from T8 stated that he found a training provider that was 
prepared to come to the firm, because it simply could not afford the individual 
daily fees for sending employees to the training provider's venue. He negotiated 
with the training provider to provide a solution that the organisation could afford. 
This was a similar approach to that taken bY,T13, except that the knowledge and 
skills had to be bought in from an independent source rather than within an 
organisation. 
So what I finished up with was the Electrical Trades association putting me on to 
their trainers and they do a course, which is more for plant maintenance people. 
It's an electrical safety course, quite short, quite sharp and we got it with a choice 
of going to them or them coming to us. So we had six or eight of us and we had a 
one-day course. It cost us about £800 but because there was so many of us, it 
was spot on. 
The head of OrganisationT8 kept his employees informed about any 
developments related to aspects of their day to day work. 
I do my best to make them aware of it. We subscribe to Health & Safety 
magazine and they have court reports, which I read and make sure the people 
involved see all the relevant ones. I don't consider that formal training but it's an 
approach I use. 
It can be seen that the organisations in this size band did not rely on one method to 
overcome barriers resulting from a lack of resources. However, the emerging 
theme seems to be that the most cost effective solution is to offer training on the 
organisation's premises, through the use of internal or bought-in knowledge, 
rather than sending employees away. 
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6.3.4 Setting evaluation criteria for training activty 
It is crucial to set evaluation criteria prior to training taking place, as it is hard to 
measure the impact of training, or indeed any activity, without a reference point. 
Three of the organisations identified this issue as a barrier. 
The respondents for T6 and T7 commented problems stemmed from a lack of 
information about a training course. They stated that the degree of difficulty of 
setting evaluation criteria depended on how much information was provided about 
the course and its content. 
T6 - It depends .. .ifyou know the course content but sometimes the description is 
a bit vague. 
T7 - We'd always looked at training before it takes place and what the nursery 
got out of it. That was quite difficult and with the type of courses the staff 
actually go on, it's quite difficult the before part of it...what they're actually 
going to get out of it. We were not quite sure of the course content before which 
makes it harder. 
For organisation TB, however, the problem was grounded in the employees not 
being able to perceive what they might get out of a specific training session. The 
respondent stated that the employees found it easier to identify evaluation criteria 
for their own training needs. For training needs identified by their manager, the 
employees found it more difficult to identify criteria for jUdging the potential 
benefit of any training programme. 
Tt3 - Generally, we do two types: the type that we say 'you are going on 
because we have identified that there is a weakness and the type of training that 
the employees identify themselves. With training courses we identify, we say to 
them 'this is the course, this is the basis, what do you think you are going to get 
out of it'. Which is what they struggled with more because it is not something 
they have identified themselves. 
All of the respondents above reported that they attempted pre-training evaluation 
by filling in a form or discussing the potential outcomes with the employees. The 
purpose of this exercise was to ensure that both management and employees knew 
why the training was necessary. 
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T6 - We will ask why do you want to go on this course, what are the benefits to 
you and the organisation? A lot of it is done verbally. 
I think most staff are able to look at a course and assess its usefulness so I 
wouldn't think it was particularly difficult for them to set objectives. 
T7 - We go through the evaluation assessment: why they want to go, what they 
expect to get out of it. 
T13 - And so we now have a pre training evaluation; what you want to get out of 
the course, how is it going to improve your job, and post training evaluation. 
It would seem that from these responses that the process of setting evaluation 
criteria could be made easier by introducing a standardised approach to pre-
training evaluation. What is not clear is whether the process needs to be paper-
based or whether a verbal, informal discussion would suffice. 
6.3.5 Training plan 
The only respondent to comment on barriers associated with the training plan was 
from organisation Tt O. It would seem that his interpretation of the Standard 
differed from what the assessor was expecting. The main problem in this case 
stemmed from the rigidity of the evidence that he had presented to the assessor. 
The assessor was not convinced that the organisation had satisfied the criteria for 
that particular indicator. It would appear from the comments made by the 
respondent that the organisation went for assessment without a formal training 
plan. The management team rectified the situation by producing a simple training 
plan that suited them. 
We had to make-up a spreadsheet, which we now actually use and it is imposed 
on the team leaders to complete it, showing the training that was planned. Again 
I put it together in ,a way that suited us, which was in simple terms what training 
required for this year, the costing, where appropriate, bearing in mind that there 
is a lot of our training in-house, confirmation that it has been done and then an 
evaluation. 
6.3.5.1 Problems linking the training plan to the business plan 
Only one respondent reported problems in linking training needs to the business 
plan. Organisation T6 had problems in identifying their corporate training needs. 
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The participant claimed that the uncertainty emerged from not knowing what the 
Government may introduce next. 
But corporate training needs are a little more difficult to identify. It depends on 
what the Government is going to throw at us from one month to the next. 
Having identified its training needs, an organisation must then take appropriate 
action to satisfy those needs. The barriers associated with such action are 
discussed below. 
6.4 Findings for Action (Section Three) 
The third principle of the Standard is 'Action'. The indicators within this 
principle examine how the organisation meets the training needs identified as part 
of the planning process, together with the effectiveness of managers in supporting 
and helping their employees develop. Finding a training course to satisfy a 
specific training need can be problematic for organisations of any size, but 
particularly for small organisations. 
6.4.1 Problems with training and development activities 
The interviewee from T13 reported that it had experienced problems in finding 
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training courses to meet the needs of its employees. However, the source of the 
problem related to the nature of its business activities. As previously mentioned, 
it is a twenty-four hours, seven days a week business. As a consequence, the 
respondent had problems in training night staff. Two barriers were highlighted: 
finding an appropriate time to train them; and finding people to cover for those 
being trained. 
Training some of the staff, because we are in operation 24 hours a day seven 
days a week, and in particular the night staff is quite problematic as sometimes 
people need to come in during the day and they have got to be covered at night. 
I think training the employees is the most problematic area that we have here. 
As previously mentioned, the respondent overcame this particular barrier by 
developing in-house training sessions in small groups. She also arranged for 
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trainers to work alongside the night workers in order to make sure that they 
received the same level of training as those who work the day shifts. 
The other barrier on this theme, experienced by five of the participants, was 
finding appropriate courses for their employees. The main source of the problem 
seemed to be that the organisations could not find suitable training providers in 
the East Midlands. Many of the training courses identified by the representatives 
were further afield and hence greater costs would be incurred. 
T7 - There isn't a lot available in the area. I looked in our magazine, Nursery 
World Today and there is training down in Reading, down in London. Well in 
our business you're not going to be sending Nursery nurses to those places for 
that sort of training 
T8 - Finding suitable courses is a real problem, rmding quality courses that are 
applicable to us at a reasonable price is difficult. 
Ttt - The most difficult is finding training for the non fee earners, such as 
paralegal or secretaries. 
The interviewees from T7 and T8 overcame the problem either by finding a local 
training provider or by finding a provider willing to tailor a training course to the 
organisation's needs. 
The respondent for TII commented that the provision of appropriate training had 
improved in the region over the last couple of years. 
Ttt - Actually over the last 18 months more and more courses have become 
available for non fee earners. 
The participant from TlO experienced some bad experiences with training 
providers. Being a training provider, he now tries to provide the training using 
internal resources. 
Apart from one organisation we have had some bad experiences with external 
training courses, so we choose to do it ourselves. This is not to say that when a 
training need needs to be resourced externally, we won't use them. The money is 
always there, providing that we feel it will be used effectively. 
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In summary, the respondents seem to have overcome this barrier by providing the 
training themselves using internal resources or by looking further afield for 
providers who were willing to negotiate and provide the training on site. 
6.4.2 Resistance towards training 
A potential barrier that an organisation may encounter when embarking on 
Investors in People is that some employees and managers may be resistant 
towards training. Three organisations had encountered this barrier. In the case of 
T7, the respondent had a problem convincing staff to attend evening training 
sessions, as previously mentioned. TS employed a mix of people. Some of the 
employees had been with the organisation for sometime and were nearing the end 
of their working lives. The respondent had problems in convincing these 
employees to attend any training courses, as they just wanted to turn up, do the job 
and pick up their pay packets. T13's representative encountered resistance from 
employees when the management identified training needs whereas, employees 
were eager to attend only training courses that they themselves had identified. 
T8 - See, you get a mixture of staff. Some want to come in on a Monday 
morning, go home on a Friday, get the pay packet. So with them it's stiII an 
uphill struggle, motivating some of the older staff is not the easiest thing. Some 
just do not want to know. 
T13 - I think if we identified the training and say we feel you need this training 
then they don't want to go because they have no interest in that area. 
6.4.2.1 Overcoming resistance to training 
Only two interviewees offered solutions to dealing with resistance. T7 paid their 
employees for attendance, as previously mentioned. T8 focused its training 
efforts on the younger employees by explaining how they would benefit from the 
training. 
T8 - But how we approach it generally, with the younger people is to try to push 
them into it with a view that they'll benefit themselves and us. But the older 
people, it's difficult to convince them of anything 
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Suggestions for overcommg these barriers were not forthcoming from this 
programme of research. 
Once the training activities have been found and completed, the Standard requires 
organisations to evaluate the training on three levels: the impact on the 
individual's skills, knowledge and attitude; the impact on performance; and the 
impact on the achievement of organisational goals/targets. However, this 
evaluation process does not come easily, and a number of barriers are discussed 
below. 
6.5 Findings for Evaluation (Section Four) 
Evaluation is a vital component of training and implementing a system that will 
achieve this task can be quite arduous. Half of the respondents in this size band 
encountered problems in getting employees and management to adopt the 
evaluation system required by the Standard. It seemed that the biggest barrier was 
explaining to the workforce how to evaluate the training and why evaluation was 
important. Employees and management alike seemed to feel that filling in extra 
forms was an exercise that would take a lot of time away from their daily duties. 
T6 - Evaluation, because I don't think people take it seriously enough. I don't 
think it's a deliberate problem to ignore the evaluation side but I think people 
have to find time to evaluate and it's probably the easiest thing to forget about. 
TIO -... the difficulty with the evaluation was getting people to understand that 
they did not have to evaluate the training as such but to evaluate how successful 
it has been in terms oftheir team objectives and business objectives 
T12 - One of the biggest problems we had with evaluation was right at the 
beginning. People did not like the change and what was happening. Quite a lot 
of people have worked here for quite a few years and didn't like the new things 
that were coming in. It is difficult because of what you are asking people to 
do ... most people will want to go on courses but you are asking people to do 
extra work in a way by asking them to fill in a form and sometimes you get a 
negative response. 
T13 - So the difficulty is getting people to use the evaluation forms and know 
why they are using them. People think of them as just another piece of paper 
and, with the best will in the world, I can say it until I am blue in the face but if 
you are busy and it is another piece of paper then you do not want to fill it in. 
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An interesting theme emerged from these comments. It has to be noted that, 
despite the shortfalls in evaluation procedures and even the lack of understanding 
of such a system, the participating organisations were still liP recognised. The 
methods of overcoming the barriers seemed to focus on amending existing 
procedures, rather than tackling the barriers prior to recognition. 
The respondent for T6 was reviewing the evaluation system at the time of the 
interview. The participant from TI0 explained that misunderstanding had 
stemmed from the initial briefing on the business plan. The respondent argued 
that the connection between the business plan, and training and development plan 
should have been made obvious to the management. In doing so, the personal 
development plans developed for each employee would be more closely linked to 
the business plan. Any training undertaken by the employees would then be 
clearly linked to their personal development plan, thereby making the evaluation 
of training clearer to both the employee and the manager. The interviewee from 
T 12 reported that the evaluation procedure was not a '100 percent' successful, and 
that some employees and managers still needed assistance in completing the 
evaluation forms. The representative of T13 developed the initial evaluation 
system to ensure that the evaluation occurred and the evaluation forms were 
returned. To achieve this objective, she included an evaluation section in the bi-
monthly meetings with each employee. 
T6 - We're currently addressing that, looking at the evaluation fonns. 
TlO - It was more about trying to get the guys at the top to brief the business 
plan in a way that made the management understands what the implications were 
in tenns of the training and the development and why they were doing it. They 
are now beginning to understand that it actually helps for them to think about the 
outcomes of the training in tenns ofthe personal development plans that the staff 
have for delivering the business plan. 
T12 - People on the shop floor and some managers may need help with the 
evaluation and to complete the forms .... In tenn of its effectiveness it is not a 
100% but we are evolving all the time and we are trying to get better at it all the 
time. 
T13 - Because the forms do not always come back, we have actually built it into 
the bi-monthly meeting with our manager. So any training that has happened in 
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the preceding 2 months, they have to go through it together, then they both 
comment on the impact that it has had on their work. 
It would seem that the barriers concerning evaluation could be overcome by 
communicating clearly the purpose of evaluation and by including the evaluation 
of any training in the appraisal system. 
6.6 Training and Enterprise Councils and Assessment Issues (Section Five) 
The participants in this size band did not report any problems under this heading. 
All the respondents made positive and supporting comments about their local 
TEe. None of the organisations considered the cost of, or the preparation for, the 
assessment process a barrier. 
6.7 The Standard (Section Six) 
The wording, implementation and requirements of the Standard have been the 
source of many barriers. Four principal barriers were identified by organisations. 
6.7.1 The Effort required to implement the Standard 
Five of the eight interviewees in this size band found the implementation of the 
Standard required more effort than previously thought. 
The development of a business plan was perceived to be 'quite arduous'. Of the 
five respondents, only those from T8 and Tll explained how they overcame this 
barrier. Although they tackled the barrier in different ways, they both sought 
external support to explain what was needed. 
T8 - The TEe gave us a lot of help in that direction. Without their significant 
help we couldn't have done it 
Ttt - And we had to have specialist advice from the offshoot consultancy firm 
from DeMontfort University. 
Apart from the difficulty of developing a business plan, the language used in the 
Standard to describe its requirements, including the requirements of a business 
plan, can be problematic. 
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6.7.2 Problems with the Language used in the Standard 
The language used in the Standard was a frequent barrier. All but one of the 
participants felt that the language was unnecessarily complicated. However, only 
T11 's representative offered an explanation of how this was resolved: 
Our consultant would then explain to us what the specific requirements were. 
The respondent for T10 did comment that the changes made by liP UK to the 
Standard in April 2000 had rendered it much more readable. 
6.7.3 Time issues 
Six of the eight participants stated that the time required to implement the 
Standard was an issue. In particular, it was felt that the documentation was 
onerous and the production of the portfolio was seen as being very time 
consummg. 
Nonetheless, five of these respondents had made efforts to integrate the Standard 
into their day to day activities. 
T6 - Prioritising priorities, I have had to set some things to one side in order to 
make the necessary time. 
T8 - You neglect something and I think that to some extent we've neglected 
other parts of the business. Some of it (the business) is going forward but other 
bits have been shelved. 
TlO - My perception was that it was going to take longer, so we just planned it 
in. We decided we were going to go for it so you just juggle what you're doing to 
fit it in. So we just planned it in. 
TU - You just find the time, don't you? It was quite time consuming one had to 
find time in the evening. 
The interviewee from T18 praised their advisor for the support given and 
explained that they had shared the workload amongst the management. 
Tl8 - Having a good advisor helps. Having him to tell us to spend time on this 
rather than that probably speeded things up. Having a good advisor is 
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paramount to achieving things ... also we were sharing the load depending on our 
role. 
Many of the respondents remarked that implementation was time consuming. 
More realistically, the interviewee from T7 stated that she failed to see how the 
implementation of the Standard could not be time consuming. 
I think it needed to be time consuming. You needed the time to understand what 
you were doing and why you were doing it... If we'd gone through any quicker or 
ifit had been made too easy, it wouldn't have the same meaning. 
It would seem that the time barrier was generally overcome by integrating the 
Standard into the daily activities of those involved in its implementation, 
especially the management. 
6.7.4 The perceived bureaucracy ofthe Standard 
Four representatives perceived the Standard as bureaucratic. Two of them 
admitted that once they had been recognised the procedure seem to become less 
bureaucratic. Furthermore, T12's participant acknowledged that the Standard had 
to be bureaucratic. 
T6 - We used to find it very much so. Having been with it for a 12 or 15 month 
period, it's far less so. 
T1 0 - But I was surprised with the amount of bureaucracy we had to deal with 
first time round 
T12 - A little bit maybe, but I can understand why it is like that. 
T13 - Yes, it is a lot of paper 
Despite all these barriers, organisations still get recognised as Investors in People, 
but what were the most important factors that helped them to achieve this status? 
6.8 The most important factors in achieving liP, as perceived by the 
organisations in this size band 
The format of this section is the same as Section 5.8. 
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6.8.1 People Management Issues 
The respondents pointed to a number of important people management issues in 
achieving Investors in People. By far the most important, according to the 
participants in this size band, was top management commitment to the Standard. 
Seven of the eight interviewees noted that, without top management commitment, 
the Standard would not survive within liP recognised organisations. 
T6 - The message of commitment has to be clear from the top and they have to 
be prepared to show they are committed. 
T7 - The commitment has got to be there from the top, otherwise it's just 
pointless. 
TlO - You must have a senior management team that is committed to the process 
and are willing to push it through the organisation 
Tll - It has to come from the top down, if we are not committed then no one 
else will be. 
T12 - Very important I think because if you have a manager who is against it, it 
does not filter through to hislher people. You have to get management behind it; 
you have to start there first. 
Tl3 - I would say commitment from the top was the most important. 
Tl8 - In terms of overcoming barriers you have to have management 
commitment, and management has to be open ... To be honest I don't think you 
would be able to achieve it (liP) if they weren't committed. 
Four of the respondents felt that communication was an important factor in 
implementing liP successfully. One, in particular, stressed that employees must 
be well informed about liP from the outset. Another commented that the changes 
to its communication system allowed it to do new things. 
TlO - I think the other thing is the communication. We realised that there were 
things we could do having smartened up the communication system. 
Tl2 - They must introduce all the employees to it; let them know what it is about 
so that there is limited apprehension at the beginning. 
Tl8 - There is business information, facts and figures that people have to know; 
if they're going to feel valued and part of this organisation they've got to know. 
And if top level management aren't prepared to promote the Standard with the 
information then it's not going to work. Everybody needs to be briefed on it and 
let everybody have their say. 
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Three participants felt that creating a good team spirit and the right working 
environment was important. 
T6 - I think a lot of it's due to the team spirit. There is a lot of team spirit, 
willingness, commitment and loyalty. 
Ttt - The creation of the team spirit, the way the staff appreciate the value you 
place on them, the greater commitment there is to achieving the main aims of the 
business. 
Tt8 - Also the type of environment we operate in ... Everybody's used to 
learning. So we're more adaptable than some. We've got new ideas, we're not 
of an older mind set. That could be one of the reasons for us achieving liP but I 
think the main reason is it's right through the organisation. 
Top management commitment, commitment from the employees and the creation 
of team spirit were the only people management issues mentioned by the 'ten to 
twenty five' size band. 
6.8.2 Organisational Characteristics 
Two of the interviewees mentioned that being a small organisation was influential 
in achieving the Standard. This was somewhat surprising. 
T6 - It's a small organisation so what people do or not do has a big impact on 
them, which is not necessarily true in a larger organisation. 
T7 - Because we're small I think. 
Three of the participants argued that the implementation of the Standard required 
a lot of drive from those involved and that their determination to achieve the 
Standard was critical. 
T7 - Because we've been determined to do it. 
Ttt - Because you have to drive on with it. It takes a lot of push. 
Tt2 - Because we are very concentrated, it would not have driven itself and we 
are continuously changing. We like change. We are all involved in trying to get 
it right but if something goes wrong, we will always find another way of doing 
it. 
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The two features above were mentioned by more than one respondent. Other 
organisational characteristics put forward include being part of a bigger 
organisation (Tl3), an advantage that most small organisations do not have. The 
respondent from T6 stated that the background of its employees and management, 
as well as having the workforce on board, were important in getting recognised. 
The participant from T18 also noted that employees must be on board. 
Representatives from T7, T8 and TI0 stated that existing policies and procedures, 
such as business and training plan, and appraisals were important for them. 
6.8.3 Investors in People related issues 
Only two interviewees referred to this factor. The respondent for T6 stated that 
organisations must be able to allocate sufficient time to the implementation of the 
Standard and that they must promote liP as a positive thing for it to be taken 
seriously. 
T6 - So it needs to be given time because it is very time-consuming. That's the 
most important because it is very easy to lose momentum. I think it's got to be 
promoted as a positive thing, not just another initiative, and benefits have to be 
seen as tangible. 
The representative for TI0 remarked that organisations must have the right 
resources in terms of people and that they must be persistent in achieving the 
Standard, as liP would be beneficial to many organisations. 
Tt 0 - Put the right resource in to it. .. 
What do you mean by the right resources? 
In terms of people, to prepare and make sure that the processes are there. Stick 
with it. You must have someone who is committed to it and stick to it as I think 
it is very beneficial. 
6.9 Summary 
The respondents in the '10 to 25' size band have used a number of methods to 
overcome the barriers encountered during their journey to recognition. The 
problems associated with communicating the organisation's vision and the 
implications of Investors in People for the employees seem to have been 
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overcome by increasing the level of communication. Participants outlined how 
they increased the number and scheduling of meetings. Two of them involve their 
employees much more and have made communication a two-way system. They 
have achieved this by introducing employee questionnaires and by discussing the 
links between organisation's business objectives and individual jobs during 
appraisals. The overwhelming message is that organisations must communicate 
with their employees in an effective way in order to minimise the likelihood of 
encountering the potential barriers. 
The two barriers associated with business planning were overcome by seeking 
advice from a third party, networking with other organisations in the same 
industry, and by looking at the process in a simplistic way. The respondents also 
used third party advice and support to overcome the language barrier associated 
with the Standard. Those interviewees that encountered resistance from 
management and employees when trying to implement an appraisal system 
tackled the problem by communicating and explaining to the employees the 
purpose of such a system. Communication was also vital in overcoming the 
problems associated with the implementation of an evaluation system. It has to be 
noted that these organisations were recognised as Investors in People despite 
having a weak evaluation system. One could speculate, however, that the 
assessors would have highlighted this weakness as an area of continuous 
improvement, leading to the changes being made at the time of the interviews. 
One respondent suggested that including the evaluation of training in the appraisal 
system would help in ensuring that evaluation was done. However, the most 
important thing was making sure that everyone knew why evaluation was 
important and how it should be done. 
As stated above, it was not possible to suggest a method to overcome the barriers 
linked to setting evaluation criteria, although it was argued that employees might 
be able to identify their own training needs and courses. The use of a pre-training 
evaluation procedure, through the use of forms and/or discussions, had been 
adopted in some cases, but the level of formality of such a procedure was not 
made clear. 
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The respondents seem to have used in-house training sessions to overcome the 
majority of the barriers associated with training. In-house training, whether using 
internal or bought-in knowledge and skills, was used as a method of overcoming 
the lack of resources, problems associated with finding training courses, and 
resistance to attending external training sessions. One interviewee stated that 
employees were paid to attend in-house training sessions that take place outside 
normal working hours. 
For many participants, the time barrier associated with implementing all the 
necessary procedures and paperwork was an issue. Some of them recognised that 
it would be a problem when they embarked on liP and others soon realised that it 
would be. However, this did not deter the participants. They dealt with, and 
overcame, the barrier by integrating the implementation of Investors into their 
daily routines. The message was clear, make Investors in People an on-going 
commitment for the organisation. 
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INVESTORS IN PEOPLE 
Chapter 7: Findings for the 26 to 49 size band 
This chapter will address the findings associated with those organisations in this 
study that employ between 26 and 49 employees. The size band is made up of six 
organisations in various types of industries. 
7.1 Summary of size band 
Organisatio Business Type Sector Number of 
n employees 
T9 Insurance Brokers Private Service 30 
T14 Nursing Home Private Service 40 
T15 Household Goods Manufacturer Manufacturing 32 
T16 School Public Service 40 
T17 Government Organisation Public Service 31 
T19 Trade Union Private Service 41 
All but one of the organisations within this band operate within the service sector. 
Four of the organisations are privately owned. The average number of employees 
for the size band is 35.7 employees. 
7.2 Communication and Commitment (Section One) 
In order for organisations to become recognised as an Investor in People, they 
must be able to demonstrate that they are communicating with their employees in 
an effective manner. This was the focus of one question, encompassing two 
distinct barriers. Interviewees were asked whether they had encountered any 
barriers in communicating the organisation's vision to their employees and in 
explaining what Investors in People involved. In a separate question, the 
participants were asked whether they had met any resistance to the 
implementation of the Standard, from either management and/or employees. 
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7.2.1 Findings for Communication and Commitment 
Four of the six respondents reported problems in communicating either their 
vision and/or their organisation's VISlOn. Three of the interviewees had 
encountered problems in getting their employees to understand why the 
organisation wanted to pursue liP, mainly because employees had not understood 
what the liP Standard was about. 
The participants from T19 commented that the employees felt that it was 
something that the management wanted to do. 
I think they thought it was just going to be a paper exercise, something that 
management wanted. 
Organisation T17 has quite a large part-time workforce; thus ensunng that 
everyone knows what is happening is a big problem. 
We have a huge problem because I have only one full time member of staff; 
everybody else is part time. The advisors only have to do six hours a week so 
you can imagine the turnover of people coming through the door in a week. 
Although T17 employs 31 people, only a few of them are in the office at any' 
given time. Volunteers make up the majority of the workforce hence there is 
more flexibility in when they choose to work. 
The interviewee from T9 encountered resistance towards the introduction of 
Investors in People as opposed to communicating what liP was about. 
I think there was a healthy cynicism, scepticism that probably came from me 
because I was railroaded into it, doing the liP. 
The respondent appears to have been pushed into implementing the Standard by 
senior management. 
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7.2.2 Overcoming the Communication and Commitment barriers 
The respondents overcame the barriers above either by communicating more with 
their employees or by adopting new means of communication. The respondent for 
T15 started to communicate directly with the staff and earn their trust. 
I managed to overcome them (the problems) by gaining the trust of the staff. I 
made sure that I communicated with the staff and delivered to them what I 
promised that I would deliver. 
In the case of T14, however, the employees had to be convinced that they would 
benefit from liP. In, an attempt to secure commitment, the respondent had 
formalised its meetings by scheduling them twelve months in advance. 
We improve it by writing a programme of meetings for 12 months in advance for 
each department and keeping to it because if we don't do that there is always a 
reason not to have a meeting. 
The interviewee from T19 introduced a new format of meeting called the liP 
working party. The meeting is cross departmental with one person present from 
each department, and the representative is used to filter the information back to 
hislher department. She also used the TEe advisor to meet the employees. 
T19 - We'd developed an liP working party with one person from each 
department so everyone worked together and they went back to their colleagues 
and talked about it. We had a consultant from liP, he came and spoke to the 
staff. 
The respondent for T17 involved her employees through a staff forum, an 
opportunity for employees and management to discuss anything relating to their 
respective roles. However, owing to the number of part-time volunteer 
employees, she also used a newsletter to communicate. This served as a vehicle to 
ensure that, no matter how infrequently the volunteers came into the organisation, 
all employees were kept up to date with any developments. 
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We have a monthly newsletter, which is nice, because even though we're a 
relatively small organisation, it's the only way I can be sure that everyone knows 
what they need to know ... We have staff forum meetings where there is a very 
loose agenda, set by the staff, but it is a very good opportunity for me to pass on 
things and to get feedback to me, which is quite useful. We also have staff 
meetings about seven times a year whose primary aim is training on specific 
topics. 
The participant from T9 did not offer an explicit method of overcoming resistance 
although communication seemed to be a key element. 
I'd never been a great one for the whole motivational management sphere, but 
people recognised very quickly that it was a way of reinforcing what we already 
did, it dovetailed quite nicely into ISO. So I don't think there was too much 
opposition at the end. 
The representatives in this size band have highlighted the importance of formal 
communication through meetings and other methods in communicating an 
organisation's vision, keeping staff informed about liP and, to a lesser extent, 
overcoming the problem of resistance. 
7.3 Findings for Planning (Section Two) 
Planning is an important part of the Investors in People Standard. Within this 
section of the Standard, a number of planning issues have created potential 
barriers for some organisations. 
7.3.1 Business Planning 
The business plan is an important tool in helping senior management to plan the 
direction of their organisations. However, a potential liP barrier is an inability to 
understand what is required in terms of a business plan. Two of the six 
respondents had problems in understanding the concept and content of a business 
plan. 
The interviewee for T19 commented that the development of a business plan was 
onerous owing to the nature of its organisation. Despite these initial misgivings, 
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the plan was quickly put together. Each head of department put forward their 
objectives and these formed the basis of the plan. 
We found it very difficult to get a business plan up and running. In fact we found 
that once we'd clicked on what was wanted, we were carrying our own sections 
in our head and it fell into place. In each team, people put forward their 
objectives for the year. So each department contributes to the plan. 
The respondent for T9 was totally honest in suggesting that difficulties stemmed 
from his lack of understanding. 
I don't have a brain geared to abstract concepts. 
The respondent insisted that the sole reason he managed to overcome the problem 
and develop a business plan was the support from the TEe. 
Were it not for the assistance given by the TEe, I would never have got to grips 
with it by myself. 
It is clear from the responses above that seeking third support party may help an 
organisation understand the concept and content of a business plan. 
7.3.2 Appraisals 
None of the respondents reported any barriers relating to the appraisal system. 
7.3.3 Resources for training 
Four of the six participants reported problems in resourcing their training. Three 
issues, all relating to the lack of resources to offer external training, were 
prominent. 
7.3.3.1 Resources issues for training 
Half of the interviewees reported that financing external courses was an issue. 
This was attributed to four factors: having a small (or non-existent) training 
budget; finding external funding for training; external training costs; and, the 
indirect costs of covering for employees away on training. 
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T15 - One of the other problems has been the funding of training for adults. I 
want to train them but can't afford to because I can't get the funding externally. I 
do get a certain amount of resources from the organisation but those resources 
are based on the needs ofthe organisation as a proportion of the overall business. 
T16 - Paying the course fees is ok but then you have to pay cover costs. By the 
time you have finished, to send a teacher on a course for a day probably costs 
£300, for about £450/500 you can get someone in to talk to the whole staff. 
T17 - We have no training budget.. .As far as other external courses run by 
agencies other than our own, they're normally prohibitively expensive and it's 
extremely difficult for us to accept that. 
The time required to attend training can also be a potential barrier. The 
representatives of T15 and T19 both reported that finding the time to train 
employees was a real issue. 
T15 - Finding time to let people go for training is very hard 
From the responses, it is clear that two resources are scarce, namely finance and 
time. Given that all the organisations in this study employ fewer than 50 
employees, these responses could be expected. However, alternative methods of 
resourcing training have clearly been found as these organisations are recognised 
as Investors in People. 
7.3.3.2 Overcoming the lack of resources for training 
Of the four respondents above, three overcame these barriers by training on their 
premises. The respondent for T15 used the conventional idea of in-house training 
whereby the skills and knowledge of employees are used to develop others under 
supervision. The participant from T16 also used training in-house, but the 
knowledge and skill was bought in. The interviewee from T17 used a 
combination of both methods, depending on the sort of training needed. 
T15 - Through a period of change we introduced a four and a half day week 
instead of a five day week, this was the opportunity I had been waiting for. What 
we do now is that for four and a half days of the week we produce goods and on 
Friday afternoons we train people on the technical training part of their job, it is 
also used for the input on the NVQs. 
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T16 - We prefer to get people in. We have found that this maximises the use of 
the budget because you can get someone in to talk to seven teachers for not a 
great deal more than sending a teacher on a course. As for the auxiliary staff, we 
pay them to come to three one hour training sessions a year. 
T17 - Most of the training at basic level is provided in-house or by the national 
organisation. So that's how we manage to do so much training on virtually no 
money. 
The respondents suggest that providing training on the premises is the most cost-
effective way of training employees, through the use of internal or external 
knowledge. 
In order to overcome the time barrier, the respondent for T9 prioritised the 
training needs by assessing the workload of the employees concerned. The 
employees with the lighter workload attended the training courses. 
If there's a useful course and three account brokers are the right people to go, 
then we would send one and that would be the person with the lighter work load. 
7.3.4 Setting evaluation criteria for training activity 
Making sure the employees understand why they are attending a training session 
and knowing what impact it might have on their performance are crucial parts of 
the evaluation process. 
Four of the S1X representatives had come across some problems in setting 
evaluation criteria prior to their employees attending training sessions. Two of 
them admitted not being good at evaluation, despite having been recognised as an 
Investor in People. 
T14 - We are not very good at evaluation, so we did not evaluate probably. 
T16 - We are probably not very good at that really, I am not sure we actually do 
that (evaluation) formally. 
The interviewee from T16 was not sure whether he was setting evaluation criteria 
formally. However, it is not clear from the Standard whether training should be 
formally evaluated. 
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The four respondents were asked why they had encountered problems in setting 
evaluation criteria. It was clear that they did not fully understand the requirements 
of the Standard. 
T9 -.... because the people who go on these external courses, certainly the more 
technical ones, they know what they want to get out of it and there seems little 
point discussing it with their line manager. 
T14 - .... you say 'ok here is a course on dementia, so and so, should go because 
it is something we have to deal with'. We don't, if we are honest, go through a 
procedure setting the objectives, we just use the objectives set out by the course. 
T19 - For instance, my assistant has just gone on a two-day account course 
because she's got to take that over. You really can't put a set of objectives other 
than the knowledge, being able to do the accounts so the evaluation would 
happen in some month's time. 
These responses suggest that the organisations did not really have any problems in 
this respect. They all used some form of objectives to set evaluation criteria, 
albeit those from course outlines. It would seem that the participants might have 
been looking for something more complicated in the Standard. 
In the case of T16, the respondent had just started to set evaluation criteria, but 
only for the in house training. It should be noted this statement came from an liP 
recognised organisation. However, this comment referred to formal evaluation, so 
one may be led to believe that it was informally happening before. 
T16 - I think we have started to do it formally for the training we do in the 
school, I think we have begun to set criteria for staff within the school for our 
own training and that is relatively straight forward. I did not think that we have 
been doing very effectively for people who go out on courses. 
Although no definite solutions to overcoming these barriers were suggested, two 
key points have been highlighted by these responses. Firstly, it would appear that 
the respondents have used the objectives of the training courses as evaluation 
criteria rather than setting their own and secondly that a formal procedure may not 
be a necessity in meeting the relevant indicators of the Standard. 
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7.3.5 Training plan 
None of the representatives in this size band had encountered any barriers in 
understanding the Standard's requirements in terms of a training plan. 
7.3.5.1 Problems linking the training plan to the business plan 
Only the interviewee from T16 met problems in linking the training to its business 
plan or, in this case, its development plan. He commented that there would be 
problems in linking the perceived training needs of teachers with the development 
plan. He explained that teachers had a wide responsibility in that they all taught 
all subjects across the curriculum. As a result, they may have a number of 
training needs. However, the priorities of individual teachers sometimes deviate 
from those of the school and thus the perceived training needs ofthe teachers were 
not always included in the development plan. 
But often it is with teachers but that is because teachers have a wider 
responsibility, they have curriculum subjects, they teach 10/11 subjects as they 
teach across the board here, there is all sorts of initiatives coming down on them 
left, right and centre ... 
The Head had adopted an explicit policy of prioritising those training needs 
relevant to the school's development plan. 
You just have to pick the bits that relate to the development plan basically. 
Teachers just have to understand that that is the case and you can't do it all at 
once, and that the development plan ofthe school has to take priority. 
7.4 Finding for Action (Section Three) 
Organisations have encountered a number of barriers to training; these are 
discussed in this section. 
7.4.1 Problems with training and development activities 
Two participants had experienced problems in implementing training activities. 
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The problems of T14 came from the type of people employed. Many of the 
employees were part-time and getting these people to attend training was an issue. 
The interviewee from TIS explained that the problem stems from the pressures of 
the environment it operates in. It has a full order book and suffers from 
absenteeism and thus allocating sufficient time to allow employees to train is a big 
problem. 
T14 - We have got problems with the sort of staff we employ. A lot are part 
time, some of them with children at school, 
T15 - It is very difficult from the viewpoint that we have a very high demand 
labour wise for the product. We suffer from absenteeism, people go on holiday, 
people on the sick and this means that we sometimes don't have the right 
number of people to make the 300 units per week, therefore finding time to let 
people go for training is very hard. When it comes to the technical side of the 
job. We have to take people out of the work place, that was very hard to achieve, 
to actually have an allocated time for them to do that technical training is hard, it 
is nearly impossible to find the time for the new staffto do this. 
The respondents overcame their problems in different ways. As previously 
mentioned, TIS's respondent rearranged the work schedule to incorporate a 
training afternoon every Friday. The participant from T14 tried to make its 
training activities as employee friendly as possible. She arranged the training with 
a local college at times that suited the employees, otherwise she felt that they 
would not attend the training. Employees were also paid to attend training 
sessions outside normal working hours. 
We have an arrangement with the (local) college where we run our course 
between about 1030 and 1430 so they can meet kids out of school. They are not 
done during school holidays for the same reasons. Most of them don't have cars 
so we try to arrange training locally so that they don't have to travel, we pay 
them to go on them so that they don't lose working hours ... by making sure that 
it fits them as well as us, otherwise you will not get them there. 
The lesson from these responses is that management teams must consider the non-
work-related needs of employees, especially part-time employees. Where an 
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organisation is experiencing deadline pressure, it may be possible, over time, to 
reschedule the workload to allow time during the week for training. 
Finding appropriate training courses was another barrier for three respondents. 
The interviewee from T9 comniented on the lack of availability of courses. The 
respondent for T15 reported that it was unable to ascertain what courses were 
available and which courses were appropriate. The participant from T17 had 
similar problems because the organisation operates in a specialist area as a public 
service provider. 
T9 - The only problem we have is availability of courses. 
T15 - The biggest problem was knowing what was out there and how to get hold 
of it. That has always been the biggest problem. 
T17 - Sometimes it's not easy to find the course that you want because a lot of 
the work we're doing here is quite specialised. 
The respondents T9 and T17 had found ways round this problem. With T9, where 
a course was found to be applicable to more than one employee, only one attended 
and would then feedback to the others upon hislher return to the office. Both 
respondents had contacted an organisation within their industry in order to satisfy 
a specific training need where formal training was not available. The participant 
from T17 also relied upon other sources, such as books, as opposed to classroom 
approaches to learning. 
T9 - One girl went each ofthe two days and fed back, which worked really well. 
But sometimes we have to go to an insurer and say we want you to come and 
talk to us about for example the legal aspects of environmental pollution. 
Tl7 - But there are other ways of doing it apart from sending people on training 
courses. You can read an awful lot of books for instance ... reading books and 
finding out what you need to find out. We can send people to specialist 
organisations; an example of that would be sending people to Shelter for two or 
three days to ask the relevant questions and do it like that. 
It would seem that the way to overcome the problem of finding training courses is 
to be flexible and to use alternative approaches to traditional forms of training. 
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7.4.2 Resistance towards training 
With the best will in the world, management teams may be offering their 
employees training on a regular basis, but this would count for nothing if 
employees resist the invitation to attend training courses. 
Two participants reported meeting such resistance. The respondent for T9 stated 
that employees claimed to be too busy for training courses. The respondent 
suggested that this only occurred when management had identified the training 
courses. 
We sometimes have more difficulty with the individuals because when we tell 
them we want them to go, they say 'I'm so busy ... ' We say, yes, I know we're all 
the same, but this is going to be useful. 
The representative of T15 suggested that the employees would rather keep making 
furniture than spend time on training. The employees only enjoyed training if 
they could see why they had to do it, if they believed there was a purpose in doing 
it. 
The trainees don't like training unless they can see a reason for doing it. 
Despite the resistance, the respondents have found ways to train their employees. 
These are examined below. 
7.4.2.1 Overcoming resistance to training 
The participant from T9 tackled this issue by explaining how and why the training 
would benefit the employees. By contrast, T15's representative delivered the in-
house training in a practical way. The employees could link theory and practice. 
We did have a lot resistance to the training so what we did was to do the 
technical training in a practical way by saying to them you have been making 
those 'three by twos' all week, how much material to need for them. We then 
explain to them how a cutting list works and get them to produce a cutting list 
for the 'three by twos'. They can see the need for doing that and, in turn, this 
fulfils the technical training part of the job. What we do at the end of the 
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technical training is say to the trainee, would you like to build something? We 
would get them to produce the cutting list for whatever they want to produce, 
they are then asked to go and cost the product, making sure that they understand 
that cost includes labour and materials. 
Participants have overcome resistance by explaining the benefits through 
communication and by tailoring in-house training in a way that enables the 
employees to understand the direct benefits. However, as only two interviewees 
responded, no generalisations can be made. 
Once the training has taken place, the impact of the training must then be 
evaluated. 
7.5 Findings for Evaluation (Section Four) 
The respondents in this size band did not encounter barriers with the 
implementation of an evaluation system, rather the administration of such a 
system. In other words, employees and management did not resist the 
implementation of the system, but its administration proved to be an onerous task. 
The participants from T16 and T19 reported that evaluation took up a large 
amount of time, sometimes too much. 
T16 - Time basically. Evaluation is extremely difficult to do because it is very 
difficult·to found the time to do it, and when you do it, it is very difficult to get 
everybody together to talk about the results of that evaluation because we are 
onto the next thing. Also, they don't always realise that they have to do 
something as a result of training, there has to be an effect, that is something we 
are trying to work on. 
T19 - Because we didn't do it (the evaluation a/training) and it was difficult to 
get the evidence in place. In fact I think we're still struggling. It's like every 
organisation; we're too busy. The most difficult bit is being disciplined enough 
about it. We try to, but we don't do it as much as we should do because of time 
factors. It's one of those things you can put on one side and never get round to 
doing. 
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The interviewee from T16 suggested there was a lack of understanding on the part 
of employees as to why evaluation should be done. The respondent for T15 
argued that its employees did not understand the terminology, whilst T14's 
representative felt that the paperwork and the recording of the evaluation was an 
Issue. 
T15 - It was only a problem because staff could not understand the term 
evaluation. 
T14 - The difficult part ofit has always been the paperwork and recording of it. 
For the participants from T9 and T17, the problem is grounded in the fact that they 
operate in the service industry, hence it is perceived as difficult to evaluate the 
impact of training on the organisations' objectives and targets. 
T9 - We don't manufacture anything, we're a service organisation, tertiary 
industry so it's very difficult, outside the sales team against whom we can place 
figures and have sales targets, seeing what the training is doing against the 
targets. 
T17 - It's not easy for us because we're not selling widgets. We're giving advice 
to people. Very often people go out the door and the question is 'Are we going to 
see them again?'. 
It would seem that the problems above relate to the identification of appropriate 
business objectives, and linking the training to those, rather than being directly 
associated with an evaluation system. That said, it could be argued that 
identifying business needs is a crucial part of any evaluation system. 
7.5.1 Overcoming the Evaluation Barriers 
Only half the participants reported how they overcame these problems. The 
interviewee from T15 simply explained what evaluation was, and why it was 
needed. He dealt with the problem prior to recognition. 
T15 - Once I had explained to them what evaluation was, they understood it 
straight away 
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The respondent for T17 had developed and introduced new measures in order to 
make the evaluation of training easier. However, it was not clear whether this was 
done prior to their initial assessment or whether it was a recommendation from the 
assessment report. 
We realised that we needed a few measures in place and so we put in place 
certain measures: training Standards for instance. We actually collated statistics 
that we wouldn't perhaps otherwise have collected, and used those as part of the 
evaluation tool. 
The representative of T16 clearly still had problems when the organisation went 
for assessment as he was only just addressing the issue of evaluation at the time of 
the interview. He was introducing a new procedure to deal with the problem, 
notably in helping some employees to understand why evaluation had to happen. 
I think that there are one or two people who have to realise that they have to do 
something as a result of training, but that is something we are working on in 
terms of this new appraisal system for the auxiliary staff. We are going to say to 
them: 'this is your training, and these are your targets. At the end of the year, 
someone will say to you 'yeah well done' or whatever.' So we are trying to get 
that going this year but I don't know how that will work. Teachers are obviously 
not a problem (they understand why evaluation is needed) but it is the auxiliary 
staff who don't always think in the same way. 
No common solution was identified from the responses. However, the responses 
ofT16's representative and the fact that three of the participants could not explain 
how they overcame the problem, suggest a degree of flexibility from the assessors. 
It would app~ar that the assessors were prepared to highlight evaluation systems 
and criteria as areas for continuous improvement. 
7.6 Training and Enterprise Councils and Assessment Issues (Section Five) 
Three of the representatives felt that the support from the TEe was inadequate, 
although the reasons varied. One respondent felt that the advisor was too 
immersed in the Standard to explain it in simple terms. The advisor would 
constantly refer to the indicators, which confused the respondent even more. The 
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respondent had to make it clear to the advisor how he wanted the Standard 
explained. 
He was trying to explain in a way he felt I would understand and I was still 
trying to drag him down to my level. I mean, stop talking about indicators and 
ten me what I've got to do or tell me what the Standard is looking for and I will 
tell you what we do and between us we'll work out how one fits into the other. 
This same respondent had also been disappointed with the support from the TEe 
after its recognition. 
The second interviewee complained that its preVIOUS advisors could not 
understand the pressures that a small organisation was working under. The 
advisor had expected the respondent to concentrate on liP and ignore the ongoing 
business of the organisation. The implication from my discussions was that the 
respondent had asked the TEe for a new advisor. 
In the past we had people who really did not understand that you could not sit 
down for four hours at a time and ignore the rest of the things going on around 
you. 
The remaining participant had encountered two problems with their advisors. The 
respondent stated that she had never seen the advisor from the TEe, although the 
organisation had been allocated a consultant contracted to the TEe. This could 
explain why she never saw the advisor, as the advisor was acting as 'manager' to 
the consultant. However, the major concern was misinformation from the 
consultant, rather than the non-appearance of the advisor. The consultant advised 
them to produce the business plan in a certain way, changing what she had already 
done. During the pre-assessment, it became apparent that the format would not 
have satisfied the requirements of the Standard and the interviewee had to develop 
a new business plan. The respondent was adamant that this poor advice had 
impeded progress to recognition. She also complained that the TEe did not give 
much support. 
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Apart from having a consultant, the TEC didn't give us very much support. We'd 
been allocated someone from the TEC but we never saw him. The first 
consultant we were allocated, we didn't find very supportive. The second was 
supportive but he gave us the wrong information. His advice was wrong about 
the business plan so it knocked us back quite a few months. It was a pre-
assessment so we didn't actually fail. They said what you've done is OK but this 
is not a business plan. 
It would appear that there were some issues surrounding the advice given by the 
TEC's representatives. Unfortunately for the organisations, this may not become 
apparent until they have been through either a pre-assessment or the full 
assessment. Based on the experience of the third participant, those responsible for 
liP in organisations should insist on having a pre-assessment prior to the real 
assessment. Otherwise, they may be faced with paying for two assessments, an 
expensive exercise. 
7.7 The Standard (Section Six) 
For many representatives in the 'twenty five to forty nine' size band the Standard 
and its implementation was the source of potential barriers. 
7.7.1 The effort required to implement the Standard 
Half of the respondents felt that the implementation of the Standard needed more 
effort than they had originally anticipated. Two reasons were dominant. The 
interviewees from T14 and T17 commented that the paperwork was a huge barrier 
to overcome, whereas for the participant from T19, the Standard and language 
used in it were very complicated, which meant that more effort was required to 
implement the Standard than anticipated. 
T14 - I think the first time it seems insurmountable because ofthe paperwork. 
T17 - This idea of getting together the paperwork beforehand and submitting it 
in advance that always takes longer than you think it's going to. 
T19 - It just seemed very complicated. A lot of jargon and the four sections 
seemed to repeat themselves. 
The respondents for T14 and T19 overcame this barrier with the support of the 
TEC. However, the participant from T19 also admitted to using trial and error. 
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T14 - The second time it was made an awful.1ot easier for us because of the 
support of the TEe in particular with the paper 
T19 - Trial and error. Using our consultant. 
The message from the two respondents seems to be: get as much support from the 
TEC as possible. 
7.7.2 Problems with the Language used in the Standard 
The language used in the Standard has also been criticised for being too 
complicated and hard to understand. Four of the respondents mentioned this 
issue. The Standard is viewed as confusing and the language used is seen as 
repetitive. In particular, the indicators are worded in such a way that it is hard for 
organisations to understand the requirements of each indicator. 
T9 - Yes, all the indicators, with some of them I struggled to make the 
connection between what we actually did and what they required. 
T14 - It was written in another language almost, it has got better but it does not 
'speak' in every day language. It takes so long to say one thing; it is the same 
with NVQs. Once you have read all these, you ask yourself 'well what is it 
actually saying. We have not got the sort of people who are used to dealing with 
that sort of jargon. 
T15 - Once the Standard and the action plan had been explained, I understood it 
fully but I did struggle initially. 
T17 - The language used ... what are you actually looking for. I think that has 
been addressed over the years and it is clearer now. But that in particular was 
difficult. 
T19 - We had a lot of trouble getting through some of the language to 
understand what was really needed. 
The participants from T9 and T19 tackled this barrier by deciding what the 
Standard meant for them, while organisation T14 enlisted the help of the TEC. 
The interviewee from T15 simply suggested that the Standard should be explained 
clearly from the outset. 
T9 - Gradually I got to the stage where I thought you can cut through a lot of this 
stuff. The jargon is there for those who like jargon, but this is what it's actually 
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saying. How does what we do already fit in and how do we need to alter those, 
improve them, change them? 
T14 - I suppose we overcame with the support of the TEC. 
T1S - The Standard must be explained so that people can understand what the 
Standard actually requires. 
Tt9 - We interpreted it as a team .... the working party 
The important element from these responses is that organisations should try to 
decide what the Standard means for them. If they cannot decide, then they should 
have the Standard explained to them, ideally by the TEe. However, management 
teams need to be careful not to over personalise the Standard, as this could 
obviously create misunderstanding if the Standard is not interpreted correctly. 
7.7.3 Time issues 
All of the representatives in this size band commented that the time involved in 
getting to recognition was an issue. However, only four explained how they 
managed to overcome these time pressures and achieve recognition. 
The participant from T14 reported that, if it had not been for the help given by the 
TEe, it would not have been as successful. Someone from the TEe had helped 
her with most of the paperwork. The respondent for T17 had received substantial 
financial support from the TEe. 
T14 - The only reason why we did it successfully was because we had someone 
from the TEe who did most of the paperwork. So it is not to do with us not 
being able to do the things that are necessary, it is more to do with the recording 
of the things and producing the portfolio 
Tt7 - And I have to say that this is where the TEC was probably most helpful. 
We did get money to employ more man-hours so that we could do what needed 
to be done and I think without that it would have been very difficult because we 
really were short staffed at that particular time. We also made it (liP) a priority. 
It should be noted that the interviewee from T17 prioritised the implementation of 
liP, a factor also mentioned by T16's representative. The respondent from T16 
took this a step further by integrating liP into the organisation; it made liP part of 
what the organisation wanted to achieve at a strategic level. 
147 
So I think liP was quite good at getting you to prioritise and then we absorbed 
what needed to be done into the annual development plan and did it over the 
course of time really. 
So you made liP part of your development plan objectives? 
I think if we had seen Investors in People as an extra thing, a different thing to 
what we were doing ... .if we had seen it in terms of working at Investors in 
People solely I don't think we would have got anywhere. You have not got the 
time to do things for the sake of doing them, we absorbed it into the processes 
that were happening in the school anyway. 
The participant from T19 also integrated liP into its business but perhaps not to 
the same extent as T16. She designated a specific meeting where all issues 
relating to liP were discussed. She was in a fortunate position as some of her 
employees were so committed to achieving liP that they had working lunches to 
make time to implement liP. 
We had working lunches. The staff gave up their lunchtimes as well as time 
within their work time. That's when we used to hold our meetings. The payoff 
was they got a free sandwich. 
The respondents above suggest that a combination of gaining support from the 
TEe, monetary or otherwise, and prioritising and integrating Investors in People 
into an organisation's plan and existing procedures can help to overcome the time 
barrier. 
7.7.4 The Perceived Bureaucracy of the Standard 
Half of the respondents considered the Standard to be bureaucratic. The reasons 
cited focused on the amount of paperwork and problems with the indicators. The 
perceived bureaucracy resulted in one interviewee feeling that he wanted to give 
up. The respondent" from T19 described the Standard as 'jumping through 
someone else's hoops for a piece of paper' . 
Tt4 - Certainly in the past, it was daunting to a point where you did not bother. 
Tt7 - I know it's not relevant now but initially the indicators were a pain to try 
and get your head round. What you were actually looking for was very difficult. 
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T19 - It seemed very bureaucratic and at one point we were about two thirds of 
the way through and wanted to give up. The requirement for all the paperwork, 
all the cross-checking. It seemed to repeat itself a lot. We felt we were just 
jumping through somebody else's hoops for a piece of paper. We got very de-
motivated. 
The bureaucracy seems to have been accepted, albeit grudgingly, although some 
participants came close to abandoning the Standard. 
7.8 The most important factors in achieving liP 
The interviewees were asked to name the three most important factors to minimise 
the barriers and to explain how they were able to overcome the barriers. Their 
responses to both questions are categorised under three headings: People 
Management Issues; Organisational Characteristics; and Investors in People 
related issues. 
7.8.1 People Management Issues. 
Commitment from the top management was seen as essential by five respondents. 
T9 - The commitment has got to come from the top, from management anyway 
but the whole organisation has to commit to it, they've got to be aware of what 
you're trying to achieve. 
T14 - It has to gone from the top; the people in charge have to be able to 
motivate everybody else. 
Tl5 - You have to have the people who own the organisation behind it fully. 
T16 - Get your governors on side, particularly the chair. 
Tl9 - It's vital. If they think the boss is not interested they won't do it. They'd 
feel it was getting the organisation an accolade and top management did not 
value it. 
Three of the above participants also reported that communication was an 
important factor. 
T9 - The whole organisation has to commit to it, they've got to be aware of what 
you're trying to achieve. 
T14 - They must be receptive towards their staff, give them opportunities to talk 
to the management. 
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T19 - It is important because if you're not careful staff use it (the assessment) to 
get their own back. Letting them have staff meetings, just for them to talk it all 
through, get them back on board. It really brought all the problems to the 
surface. We found it really useful in the end. 
The representatives of T14 and T16 mentioned that the provision of appropriate 
training opportunities and a good working relationship, respectively, were also 
important in implementing Investors in People. 
The respondents seem convinced that top management commitment, 
communication, training and good working relationships are key people 
management factors that could help minimise and overcome the number of 
potential barriers. 
7.8.2 Organisational Characteristics 
Three organisational characteristics were seen as being important. First and 
foremost, the determination of the organisation to achieve Investors in People 
status was a key factor for the participants from T14, T17 and T19. 
T14 - I suppose determination by us. 
T17 - We're a bit terrier-like. If we've decided that something is worth 
going for, we'll achieve it. We are a bit terrier-like in that view really. 
T19 - Our determination to get it and the staff themselves wanted it. 
The second characteristic is that organisations must have a workforce committed 
to the principles of liP. The interviewee from T19 and T17 stressed the value of 
this factor. 
T17 - So would that be your third one? Getting your staff on board 
Yes, yes. 
T19 - You have to remember every member of staff, having all the staff behind 
it. 
Existing policies and procedures were the third characteristic that T9's 
representative felt was critical in achieving liP. He stressed the value of policies 
and procedures being in place prior to committing to the Standard. Clearly, the 
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more prepared an organisation is prior to committing to the Standard, the more 
likelihood of a shorter 'journey' to liP recognition. 
Hence, determination to achieve and the value placed on achieving the Standard, 
having a committed workforce, existing policies and procedures, are key factors in 
reducing the number of barriers encountered. 
7.8.3 Investors in People related issues 
The participants put forward a total of 11 different Investors in People related 
issues. However, only three of these issues were mentioned by more than one 
interviewee. 
The respondents for T15 and T17 stressed that having an internal liP champion 
can make a big difference in trying to implement liP. 
T15 - If you've got a person driving it (liP) that is not as respected as he could 
be, then you may hit those barriers harder than you would if you'd picked the 
right person at the start. You've got to have the power and the authority to able 
to push it hard. 
T17 - If you have someone who has co-responsibility for doing the pushing bit, I 
think that helps enormously. 
T9's and TI7's representatives suggested that organisations must be sure of their 
reasons for going for Investors in People. 
T9 - I would say think carefully about your reasons for doing it. Do you want to 
do it purely because it would looks good? Or do you want to do it because you 
are genuinely interested in the development of your staff and your organisation? 
T17 - If you don't do it for the right reasons it's an uphill struggle. If you do it for 
the right reasons, then it's not. 
The participants from T14 and T19 stated that organisations that committed 
themselves to achieving the Standard must see it through to completion. 
T14 - I think that when you are running a small business you have to convince 
yourself that it will be worth it and it is. 
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T19 - Really it is worthwhile because the motivation and the lift it gives the staff 
is wonderful. 
Other issues mentioned by individual respondents included gaining TEe support, 
integrating the framework of liP into the business and promoting it as a positive 
thing. All these points have featured in the analysis in this chapter. 
7.9 Summarising the methods used by the '26 to 49' size band 
The respondents have used a number of methods to overcome the potential 
barriers associated with the implementation of Investors in People. The barriers of 
communication and resistance seem to have been overcome by increasing the 
amount of communication. This was achieved through new formats for meetings, 
by scheduling meetings in advance and introducing a newsletter. A good level of 
communication and explanation is also important in overcoming the barriers to 
implementing an evaluation system, understanding the requirements of the 
Standard and overcoming resistance towards training. On the latter point, the 
delivery of training in a way that is appealing to the employees has had a 
significant impact. 
The importance of seeking external help and guidance, especially from the TEe, 
was demonstrated by the fact that TEe support had helped to overcome three 
barriers. Gaining this support had helped with business planning issues, getting to 
grips with the amount of paperwork involved, dealing with time pressures and 
tackling the 'language barrier' in the wording ofthe Standard. 
The practice of using in-house training, whether through internal or bought-in 
knowledge, to overcome the barriers associated with lack of resources, 
implementing training courses and finding relevant courses is widespread. 
Training courses need to be planned to suit the needs of the employees, in terms of 
timing and location. One respondent also paid their part-time employees to attend 
training sessions. Another used alternative forms of training, such as books. 
The activity of TEe employees is generally well received, although some 
respondents did raise concerns over their advisors not being able to explain the 
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Standard in a simplistic way. One participant received very poor information 
about business planning, which could have been very expensive if she had not 
decided to have a pre-assessment. 
The amount of time taken out of the working day can be countered by prioritising 
and integrating the principles of liP into the business. Some of the interviewees 
suggested that the Standard should be interpreted in a way that suited the 
organisation, thereby integrating the Standard into the business not the other way 
round. This might be a dangerous policy 
With regard to the setting of evaluation criteria, the participants suggested that 
using the objectives set out in the course literature was sufficient to satisfy the 
requirements of the Standard. From their comments, it appeared that some of the 
interviewees overcomplicated things and did not fully understand what was 
required. Concerning the evaluation of training, it would appear that the assessors 
had a certain amount of leniency, as many of the respondents admitted 
shortcomings in their evaluation system. 
The participants in this size band have highlighted a number of key factors that 
can help in minimising and overcoming the potential barriers to liP. A number of 
these were mentioned by respondents in the smaller size bands such as 
management commitment and the creation of team spirit/good working 
relationships. The following chapter will examine and discuss the findings of the 
cross size band analysis. 
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INVESTORS IN PEOPLE 
Chapter 8: Cross Size Band Findings 
The sample for this study was split into three size bands, analysed individually in 
the three previous chapters. The purpose of this chapter is to compare the findings 
of the three size bands in order to ascertain whether participants of different sizes 
use different methods to overcome the barriers or whether there are similarities in 
their methods. The cross size band template was a useful tool in identifying a 
number of differences and similarities in the methods used by the three size bands 
(see Appendix 11). 
8.1 The Differences 
A number of differences in the methods used were identified through the cross 
case analysis. The principles from the Standard will be used as the structure for 
this section ofthe chapter. 
8.1.1 Communication/Commitment 
Two barriers were discussed with regard to communication, as mentioned in 
previous chapters. All three size bands used an increase in communication to 
overcome the barriers, but the method was used in different ways by each of the 
size bands. 
Only one of the respondents in the smallest size band encountered the barrier 
related to communication. Owing to the nature of its business, the participant 
used informal meetings and discussions, as the management worked with and 
alongside the employees. This working relationship, together with the small 
number of employees, made it possible for this respondent to communicate in an 
informal way. However, the other two size bands made no reference to informal 
meetings as a means of overcoming the barrier. In both of the larger size bands, 
participants increased the number of planned meetings. 
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In the middle size band, appraisals were also used as a mean of communicating 
business objectives. By contrast, respondents in the largest size band introduced 
new meetings. With greater number of employees, staff in the largest 
organisations do not necessarily all work in the same office and the likelihood of 
the management working alongside all employees is small. Hence, the need to 
schedule formal meetings would be expected to enhance communications and to 
ensure that the whole workforce is kept informed. 
8.1.2 Planning 
The Standard requires organisations to have an appraisal/performance reVIew 
system in place to assess the employees' performance and training needs. 
8.1.2.1 Appraisals 
The respondents from the middle size band only encountered the barrier to any 
significant extent. Communication was again used to overcome the barrier, by 
explaining the purpose of appraisals. The system was paper-based and formal. 
The participants from the smallest size band tend to believe that, owing to their 
size and their working environment, they are appraising their employees on a 
daily basis. Therefore, they do not need a formal system. In fact, some felt that a 
formal system would actually cause problems between the employees and the 
management - employees might view such a system as a control tool for 
continuous monitoring. It would appear that, for the smallest size band, no formal 
appraisal system is needed for recognition, and their informal systems suffice. 
One respondent in that size band had encountered some resistance in 
implementing a formal system, but the head of the organisation addressed such 
resistance in a firm manner. Interestingly, no participant in the largest size band 
reported encountering any barriers relating to the appraisal system. 
8.1.2.2 Lack of Resources 
Lack of resources can be a major issue in planning and allocating resources for 
training. There were three main resources that the organisations lacked. Once 
again, the three size bands used the same method, but to varying degrees, to 
overcome the scarcity of resources. All three size bands used in-house training 
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seSSIOns. However, the smallest size band relied upon in-house, on-the-job 
training sessions, where the knowledge of employees and managers was used for 
training other employees. Some participants referred to this approach as 
knowledge exchange rather than training. The other two size bands went a step 
further by bringing the training provider onto their premises. These latter size 
bands were, in effect, using bought-in knowledge in addition to internal 
knowledge to deliver their in-house training sessions. One would assume that 
buying in knowledge would also be an option for smaller organisations. However, 
the decision to use in-house training was purely a financial one. Buying in the 
knowledge would cost more than the typical small organisation could afford. 
Although respondents in the larger size bands were also looking to minimise 
training costs, in-house knowledge was not available to meet the training needs of 
all their employees. The usual solution was to bring the training provider to the 
employees and train a group of employees for a little more than it would have cost 
to train one employee. The participants were using in-house training as a means 
of reducing the investment on external training rather than as a complete substitute 
for it. However, all the respondents commented that if using in-house training 
could not solve training needs, they would seek external training. 
8.1.2.3 Setting Evaluation Criteria 
An area of the Standard that caused a great deal of problems for many participants 
was the setting of objectives for the training, for evaluation purposes. The three 
size bands used different methods to overcome this barrier. The respondents in the 
smallest size band felt that they avoided this problem because they did not adopt 
any formal procedures for setting evaluation criteria. The setting of such criteria 
was done informally. It was claimed that employees were always very clear why 
they were attending certain training sessions, hence there was no need for any 
criteria to be set. This was attributed to the type of training courses selected by 
the smallest organisations. 
In the middle size band, a pre-evaluation procedure was evident whereby the 
objectives or evaluation criteria were discussed prior to attendance. It was not 
made clear whether the training objectives were set in a formal way. The 
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respondents in the size band discussed objectives with the workforce, it was not 
apparent whether these discussions were fonnally recorded. In other words, the 
representatives of the middle size band made it clear that evaluation criteria were 
set, but the degree of fonnality of the procedure was variable. What was evident 
from my interview programme is that employees found it easier to set evaluation 
criteria for training that they themselves had identified. 
For the participants in the largest size band, the evaluation criteria barrier was 
generally overcome by using the objectives set out in the course literature, rather 
than setting specific criteria linked to business needs. However, the fonnulation 
of evaluation criteria for internal training sessions was not in evidence. 
Overall, there was a clear difference between the size bands, in that the smallest 
size band did not establish evaluation criteria but tended to rely upon post training 
evaluation, because the majority of training is closely linked to the needs of the 
organisations and individuals. As the organisations grew in size, there were 
attempts made by the middle size band to set evaluation criteria although the 
outcomes were not consistent. The largest size band definitely set criteria for 
external training but used the stated course objectives to do so. 
8.1.2.4 Linking Training Needs to Business Needs/Objectives 
Only two participants across the whole sample commented on how they overcame 
this potential barrier and therefore no recommendations can be made. However, 
the ways in which these two dealt with the matter do have more general 
implications. 
In the smallest size band, the representative's problem centred on not knowing 
what sort of training the employees needed in relation to the business needs. The 
solution was to train employees on an on going, on-the-job basis. One can only 
assume that, as business needs arose, relevant training was conducted. The 
linking of training to business needs was therefore done in an ad hoc manner. 
The other respondent was from the largest size band. The perceived training 
needs of its employees did not always fit into the organisation's training needs. 
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The head of the organisation, whilst accepting the needs of individuals, chose 
those training needs that were most suited to the objectives and needs outlined in 
the organisation's development plan. 
8.1.3 Barriers related to Training 
The principal method used to overcome the barriers relating to training was in-
house training. However, as discussed in section 8.1.2.2 above, the in-house 
training took different formats, and the size bands used a variety of trainers to 
deliver the training. It has to be stressed that in-house training programmes were 
not the only method used. 
The interviewees in the smallest SIze band communicated more with their 
employees, in order to overcome any apprehension towards training. The 
discussions focused on why employees should attend training sessions and the 
potential benefits to both the individual and the organisation. These discussions 
were typically informal and unrecorded, but they did form an important element in 
overcoming barriers related to training. 
In middle size band, one participant complemented the in-house training session 
with payment for attendance. This ploy to lure employees onto training sessions 
was not limited to in-house training. If external trainers had to be used to satisfy a 
training need, outside of the employee's normal working hours, the organisations 
paid the employee(s) to attend. However, some small organisations would view 
this as an unwelcome added cost. 
In addition to paying its employees, the representatives from largest organisations 
stated that communication with their employees was increased to explain why it 
was necessary to attend certain training sessions. With regard to in-house training 
sessions, this size band also tailored the training sessions to the learning style of 
individual employees, demonstrating a more in-depth understanding of the needs 
of their employees. This was particularly helpful with those employees who could 
not understand the theory and related more to the practical side of training, thus 
the practical exercises were based around the theory. For example, in one 
organisation that manufactures furniture, its employees had difficulties in 
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understanding the theoretical side of carpentry. They would rather concentrate on 
manufacturing the furniture without being concerned with, for example, the total 
cost of the piece of furniture they were making. Hence, the training was focused 
on applying the theory to workplace activity; for example employees were asked 
to cost a piece of furniture prior to making it. 
Once again, the differences in methods reflect the size of the organisations. The 
smallest size band can use in-house on-the-job training to deliver training relevant 
to the employees' needs. However, as organisations grow in size, they need to 
consider the different attitudes towards training and hence the respondents for the 
larger organisations needed to use methods that would address the issues facing a 
larger workfdrce. 
8.1.4 Implementation of an Evaluation System for Training 
This was another area where the differences between the SIze bands were 
apparent, in particular between the smallest and the other two size bands. With 
regard to the smallest size band, it appears that the respondents, as with the 
appraisal/performance review system, overcome the barrier by not implementing a 
formal procedure for evaluation. The small number of employees means that 
evaluation is done through observations of performance after attending a training 
session. The other method used by the participants in this size band to evaluate 
the effectiveness of training is the use of presentations by the employee(s) who 
had attended a training course. The presentations cover what they had learnt and 
how the new knowledge/skills might impact on the rest of the employees. Owing 
to the size of the organisations, presentations to the whole workforce are possible 
and relevant to all. However, this approach may not be appropriate in larger 
organisations. As previously mentioned, the observations and the presentations 
were done informally. This informality was deemed by the assessors to be 
sufficient to meet the requirements of the Standard. The participants from the 
smallest size band made little attempt to introduce a formal procedure, believing 
that it would have been too bureaucratic and detrimental to the working 
environment. 
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The representatives from the two larger size bands introduced more formal 
,procedures to evaluate training. However, there was often resistance from 
employees and management, because they did not understand the need for such a 
system or felt that it would take too much time. The respondents overcame this 
resistance by talking to the employees and management, and by explaining the 
purpose of evaluation. Many participants felt that, despite having been recognised 
as an 'Investors in People', their evaluation procedures were weak. In some 
instances, the interViewees suggested they were not really evaluating their training 
at all. These were comments that I found very surprising, given the emphasis that 
is placed on evaluation, and I would assume that the only possible explanation is 
that the evaluation systems of the organisations were highlighted as areas for 
improvements to be addressed prior to their next assessment. 
8.1.5 Summarising the Differences 
Although a number of differences have been identified, they all reflect the fact 
that the size of the organisation leads to a different level of formality. The degree 
of formality expected by the assessors also seems to vary depending on the size of 
the organisation being assessed. 
8.2 The Similarities 
Despite the differences in their respective sizes, the participants involved in this 
study used similar methods to overcome some of the potential barriers. In fact, 
there were a greater number of occasions when the respondents used similar 
methods than when they adopted varying strategies. 
The're was a significant emphasis put on gaining support from a third party, 
usually a representative of the local TEC. However, in some instance~, an 
additional consultant was also used. External support was used by the different 
size bands to overcome the majority of the barriers. It should be noted that this 
support from the T~C was not confined to the physical presence of the advisors. 
Funding was also important. Some organisations received funding for training 
and their liP assessment, for others the funding paid for consultancy fees. 
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The barriers regarding the Standard being more rigorous/thorough than the 
organisations had expected and the level of bureaucracy were generally accepted 
as part of the journey. A couple of the respondents in the smallest size band did 
mention that, if they had been forced to implement numerous formal procedures, 
then they would have not continued with the implementation of the Standard. 
One of the more significant barriers was time. Being small organisations, the 
respondents operate in a very time pressured environment and therefore finding 
the time to implement liP was an issue. All three size bands had resolved to 
integrate liP into the business, making it part of the organisation's plans. It was 
the general view that if the Standard was viewed as a 'bolt-on', then 
implementation would be more onerous. 
In overcoming any resistance towards the implementation of the Standard, all 
three size bands used the same method. The respondents all communicated more 
with their employees about liP; in some circumstances, the organisations held 
meetings, with liP as the sole topic of discussion. 
Concerning the key factors that organisations should have in place to ensure a 
successful implementation of liP, the participants from all three size bands were 
unanimous in their belief that commitment from the management and a good 
communication system, whether informal or formal, were paramount in the 
success of liP within organisations. 
8.3 Summary of the Cross Case Findings 
The cross case analysis has highlighted a number of methods used by the different 
size bands to overcome the potential barriers associated with achieving liP. 
Ultimately, six methods were used to overcome the barriers to liP accreditation 
albeit in varying degrees: 
Third Party Support 
Integrating the liP framework into the Organisation 
Management Commitment 
Communication System 
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Varying levels of formality for procedures 
In-house Training 
The first three methods are common across the three size bands, with management 
commitment being highlighted as imperative. The treatment of the other three 
issues varied across the size bands. 
With the smaller organisations, the communication procedures tended to be 
informal. All aspects of the business are discussed openly on a regular basis. In 
this band, the three main procedures (the appraisal/performance review system, 
the setting of evaluation criteria and the evaluation of training) were all reported 
to be informal. It would seem that informal procedures are sufficient for 
organisations in this size band to be recognised as an Investor in People. 
However, for the other two size bands, a degree of formality is expected, even if 
these procedures are highlighted as an area of 'continuous improvement' by the 
assessors and perceived to be weak by the organisations themselves. 
In-house training varied across the size bands. The larger organisations could 
afford to buy in external trainers to deliver their in-house training sessions 
whereas the respondents in the smallest size band used internal training only to 
deliver in-house, on-the-job training. 
The study has identified the methods used by small organisations to overcome the 
barriers to liP recognition, described in Chapters 2 and 3 and summarised in 
Figure 3.1. The implications of these findings are now discussed in the following 
chapter. 
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INVESTORS IN PEOPLE 
Chapter 9: Conclusions 
9.1 Introduction 
Despite an environment that is time pressured, many small organisations have 
succeeded in achieving Investors in People status. However, some small 
organisations are dissuaded from using liP because of the perceived barriers 
associated with achieving the Standard. The barriers could prevent an 
organisation from following through from commitment to recognition. The 
findings of this study are therefore of particular importance, not only in assisting 
small organisations to overcome the barriers, but also as a potential tool to market 
liP to small organisations. 
The previous chapters have discussed the methods used by small organisations to 
overcome the barriers to liP recognition, and explained the differences and 
similarities between the experiences of different size bands. This chapter begins 
with a general summary of the study's findings and its contribution to existing 
knowledge. It concludes with the limitations of the study and outlines possible 
areas for further research. 
9.2 Summary and Contribution of Research Findings 
As indicated in Chapter 1, the objective of the study was to identify the methods 
that small organisations have used to overcome the barriers to liP recognition. 
However, in order to achieve this objective, the study had to assess the barriers 
encountered by small organisations in the Leicestershire area. The reason for 
focusing on one county was a pragmatic one. Time and financial resources were 
very limited, and hence, it would not have been feasible to consider a more 
geographically dispersed sample. As discussed in section 4.1.7, the sample for 
this study was not intended to achieve statistical generalisation to a wider 
popUlation. 
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The decision to focus this study on small organisations, i.e. those employing fewer 
than 50 employees, was based on a number of concerns, as discussed in Chapters 
3 and 4. In summary, very few previous studies have focused on this size of 
organisation. Although, some studies, such as Hillage and Moralee (1996), 
include small organisations in their samples, they formed part of the SMEs 
grouping and were not discussed or differentiated from their larger counterparts. 
Furthermore, small organisations form a large part of the business world, as 
discussed in section 3.1, but appear to be ignored as a distinct group by those 
researching liP. Two previous studies, (Gaunt, 1998; and Smith et aI., 2002) had 
focused their research on small organisations, at least in part. However, the author 
hoped that this study, focused exclusively on small organisations, would develop 
current academic thinking and could be advantageous to academics; liP 
practitioners, as well as small organisations working towards or committing to liP. 
Having decided to focus the study on small organisations, the dilemma of defining 
'small' was then encountered. As discussed in section 3.2 a number of definitions 
could have been used, namely employment; or financially based, or grounded 
definitions. Once the advantages and disadvantages of these three types of 
definitions were considered, the author opted for an employment based definition. 
The reasons for this are discussed in section 3.2.4, however, in summary, it was 
felt that this definition would be more consistent with previous academic studies 
and those conducted by Government agencies. It was therefore decided that small 
would be defined as those organisations employing less than 50 employees. For 
the purpose of this study, further distinctions were made within the broad under 50 
employees grouping. Taking on board the concerns of such authors as Curran and 
Blackburn (2001), Storey (1994), Goss (1991), and Rainnie (1989), who state that 
small organisations should be treated as heterogeneous not homogeneous, the 
sample was divided into three size bands (under 10, 10 to 25 and 26 to 49 
employees). The thinking behind this division was explained in section 4.1.7. 
Another relevant issue is the acceptance that the 1997 liP Standard was a valid 
focus for this study. It could be argued, given that the 1997 Standard is no longer 
in operation, that this study should have focused on the 2000 Standard. It is 
important to understand, as discussed in sections 1.2 and 3.5, that the changes 
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introduced in April 2000 had little impact on this study as the fundamental 
principles of liP have not changed. The changes are summarised by liP UK 
(2000) in four headings, of which only three could possibly impact on the current 
study. However, these three changes only address four of the 24 barriers 
identified in figure 3.1. The author feels strongly that the empirical work and 
corresponding findings from this study are of benefit to all liP committed 
organisations regardless of the version of the Standard to which they are 
committed. 
9.2.1 Barriers to Investors in People Recognition 
The organisations in this study encountered a number of the barriers identified in 
the literature on liP and training. The literature highlighted 24 major barriers that 
small organisations may encounter whilst on their liP journey (see Figure 3.1). 
No new barriers were identified in the study. The majority of the barriers were 
encountered by at least one organisation in the sample. Four barriers were not 
encountered in the research programme: 
• Improving the communication system 
• Loss of TEC support 
• Loss of continuity with Advisor 
• Changes to the organisational structure for example in terms of key 
personnel h~aving, mergers or down sizing. 
However, this is not to say the above factors are not barriers to liP recognition, as 
they have been encountered in other studies: Smith et al. (2002); Gaunt (1998); 
MHRM (1997); Hillage and Moralee (1996); and liP UK (1996). Alongside 
losing the TEC support, Gaunt (1998) commented that there is sometimes a 
mismatch between the advisor's background and the culture and working practices 
of the small organisations they are assigned to. Such a mismatch only occurred 
once in this sample. 
Five of the 24 barriers were encountered by more than sixty percent of the sample. 
These are now described below. Bureaucracy (Gaunt 1998; Smith et al. 2002; 
MHRM 1997; and Hillage and Moralee 1996), and the language used in the 
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Standard (Gaunt 1998; and Smith et al. 2002), have been the source of much 
frustration for the organisations in this study. The sample organisations accepted 
the bureaucracy as part of the Standard. However, given the introduction of the 
new Standard in April 2000, it is not certain these barriers will continue to exist, 
as discussed in Chapter 3. 
A lack of resources was a barrier experienced by 80 percent of the sample, 
predominantly time and finance. This coincides with previous studies by: Jennings 
et al. (1992); Hendry et al. (1991); Vickerstaff(1992); Bridge et al. (1998); Fuller 
et al. (1992); Storey and Westhead (1997); and Johnson & Gubbins (1992). 
The implementation of liP required more effort than anticipated and the fact that 
the Standard was more thorough/rigorous than anticipated are the remaining two 
barriers encountered by the 80 percent of the sample. Both of these barriers have 
been identified by a number of authors: Smith et al. (2002); Gaunt (1998); Hillage 
and Moralee (1996); and MHRM (1997). These sticking points can be partly 
explained by the fact that some organisations start from 'a low base', noted by 
Hillage and Moralee (1996). 
A number of the barriers prevalent in other studies have not been of great concern 
for the organisations in this study. Seven of the barriers were encountered by less 
than 20 percent of this sample. 
Hillage and Moralee (1996), Smith et al. (2002), MHRM (1997) and liP UK 
(1996) all reported that gaining internal commitment to liP was a barrier. 
However, the findings of this study revealed only four of the organisations 
encountered this problem. The organisations in this study were small and thus 
gaining internal commitment may have been easier, as the employees may have 
been able to see how liP could benefit both the organisation and them as 
individuals. The inclusion of larger organisations in previous studies could have 
distorted their findings, especially as the authors did not always differentiate 
between the size of sample organisations. 
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Although Smith et al. (2002) is the only study to find that 'starting or approving 
an appraisal system' is a barrier for some organisations, this factor was included in 
the present study as it appears that establishing an appropriate appraisal system is 
a fundamental part of the Standard. However, only four organisations commented 
that this was an issue. As discussed in previous chapters, a possible explanation is 
that many of the organisations operate an informal system and they believe that 
they are assessing/reviewing the performance of their employees on a daily basis. 
The Standard requires organisations to have a training plan outlining the training 
needed to meet organisational objectives. However, understanding the Standard's 
requirement of a training plan can be a potential barrier (Gaunt 1998). The 
organisations in this study did not have a problem in this respect, except for one 
organisation that had discussed the Standard's requirements for a training plan 
with its assessor. 
Linked to the training plan is the aligning of 'the training needs to the 
organisational objectives. The focusing of training needs was a barrier identified 
by Smith et al. (2002) as 'one of the most difficult'. This barrier was encountered 
by four organisations. 
The implementation of the training was another barrier identified by Smith et al. 
(2002), and encountered by three organisations in this study. However, the 
problems associated with the implementation of training were usually linked to a 
lack of resources, as discussed above, rather than a 'stand alone' problem 
concerned with training. 
Hillage and Moralee (1996) found that the implementation of a training evaluation 
system was a barrier to organisations seeking liP accreditation. Interestingly, the 
four organisations in the current study to comment on this issue were all in the 
middle size band. As described in chapter 5, the smallest size band used informal 
procedures and did not encounter any problems of evaluation. Likewise, the 
largest organisations, in this study, did not encounter any specific problems with 
their evaluation systems. However, they did admit that, despite satisfying the 
evaluation indicators, their evaluation systems were weak. 
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Four organisations criticised the support given by the advisors from the local 
Training and Enterprise Council (TEC) as being inadequate, supporting the 
findings in Gaunt (1998), Hillage and Moralee (1996) and, to a certain extent, 
Smith et a1. (2002). Scott et a1. (1996) and Boocock et a1. (1999) made reference 
to the TECs not having enough resources to support small organisations, hence the 
support given may fall short of that expected by them. It is anticipated that, with 
the introduction of the Small Business Service and the Business Links taking over 
the delivery of liP to the SME sector, the level of support should improve. 
Nevertheless, the official bodies may still be tempted to target the larger SMEs 
because of the perception that larger organisations, i.e. those employing more than 
50 employees, are more successful in gaining liP recognition (Boocock et a1. 
1999). This may have been true in the earlier liP years, but current figures (liP 
UK, 2002) clearly show that small organisations have surpassed their larger 
counterparts in terms of both commitments and recognitions. Having established 
the barriers that have been encountered, the methods used to overcome them are 
now discussed. 
9.2.2 Methods used to overcome the Barriers 
Apart from one publication (liP 1996), that focused on the activities of the TEes, 
the methods used to overcome the barriers to liP have never been identified. 
Therefore, the findings of this study make a valuable contribution to the existing 
knowledge of the liP process. The findings from the cross case analysis produced 
. six methods that organisations, in this study, have used to overcome the barriers to 
liP recognition. The degree to which each method was used by organisations in 
the different size bands was discussed in the previous chapter. To reiterate, the six 
methods are: 
• Third Party Support 
• Integrating liP framework into the organisations day-to-day activities 
• Management Commitment 
• Communication systems - informal and formal 
• In-house training - using internal and external trainers 
• Varying levels of formality for procedures 
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9.2.2.1 TEe Support 
The importance of the support given by the local TEC and its advisors has been 
paramount in overcoming a number of barriers (see previous chapter). Previous 
studies have outlined the support offered by TECs to SMEs but not in the context 
of helping them to overcome liP barriers. Vickerstaff and Parker (1994) argue 
that TECs support SMEs in numerous ways, notably (P29) 'consultancy and 
advice to small businesses'. Interestingly, Vickerstaff and Parker (P29) point out 
that 'relatively few mentioned direct financial support', echoing the views of 
Boocock et al. (1999) who argue that TECs are under-resourced in terms of 
funding for SMEs. However, the local TEC in the present study does offer 
financial support to pay for assessment costs, training and even to pay for part-
time employees to spend time on implementing liP. The findings of this study 
demonstrate the crucial importance that small organisations place on support from 
the local TEC in overcoming the barriers to liP status. 
As Business Links take over the delivery of liP to SMEs in England, they need to 
be able to provide this valuable support to their client organisations. In those 
areas of the UK where organisations, such as Highlands and Islands Enterprises 
and, Education and Leaming Wales, are still responsible for delivering liP to both 
small and larger organisations, they must appreciate that small organisations can 
be just as successful with liP, given the requisite support and understanding. 
9.2.2.2 In-house Training 
The organisations in this sample used in-house training to overcome a number of 
barriers. However, the formality of the training was dependent on the size of the 
organisation. The larger organisations (those employing between 26 and 49 
employees) were more formal, in that training was planned more systematically 
and external trainers were brought onto the premises to deliver in-house training. 
It is not unexpected that this study confirms the views of many authors who have 
stated the formality of training increases with the size of the organisation: 
Westhead and Storey (1996); Cambridge Small Business Research Centre (1992); 
Marshall et al. (1995); and, Goss and Jones (1992). 
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The use of infonnal in-house training to overcome some of the barriers may be 
surprising, given the perceived fonnality of the Standard, as will be discussed in 
section 9.2.2.3. Much of the research on liP seems to suggest that organisations 
should be training their employees by fonnal methods, even though the Standard 
is not explicit on this point. However, there is no reason to suspect that infonnal 
training is inferior to fonnal training (John son and Gubbins, 1992), particularly in 
tenns of the sort of training expected of those organisations pursuing liP. Curran 
et al. (1996) have commented that infonnal on-the-job training is a fundamental 
activity for small organisations. Commentators and practitioners of liP need to 
appreciate that this approach to training is not only a key feature of small 
organisations, but well-designed and executed infonnal training can be perfectly 
adequate to meet the requirements of the Standard. 
This study illustrates that in-house, infonnal, on-the-job training has been key in 
overcoming a number of the barriers for small organisations. Ross (1993) suggests 
that many small organisations do not recognise infonnal training as training. 
Therefore, small organisations need to be made aware that their approach can be 
legitimately classed as training. Once they appreciate this fact, they may be more 
inclined to commit to liP, in the knowledge that infonnal training can, and does, 
meet the Standard's requirement. 
As mentioned above, and in previous chapters, some of the larger organisations in 
this study brought external trainers into the organisation to train their employees, 
hence fonnalising their in-house training to a certain degree. This practice 
stemmed from the fact that organisations cannot afford to send employees on 
expensive external training courses. Therefore, these organisations brought the 
training in-house to train a number of employees at the same time, thereby 
reducing the cost per employee considerably. However, Storey and Westhead 
(1997) argue that small organisations are unable to 'spread the cost over a large 
number of employees'. Although this is true to a certain extent in relation to 
training in a specialist area, small organisations spread their training costs to 
satisfy a generic training need. This can be achieved by buying in external 
trainers. This practice could benefit many organisations. However, the findings 
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of this study suggest that this is a strategy adopted by small rather than micro 
firms. 
9.2.2.3 The formality of procedures 
The perceived formality required by the Standard can create a barrier for small 
organisations (Joyce et aI., 1995). However, the smallest organisations, and to a 
lesser extent the larger organisations, in this sample seem to have defied this need 
for formal procedures. 
The micro-sized organisations in this study succeeded with liP but had only 
informal procedures, whereas the small organisations had started to implement 
formal practices in conjunction with the informal. The practices of small 
organisations confirmed the views of Goss and Jones (1994), and Marlow and 
Patton (1993) that HR practices can be implemented if the small organisations 
have the inclination to do so. The findings also confirm Benmore and Palmer 
(1996), as the micro organisations believe that formal procedures are not 
appropriate to their type of organisation. 
The organisations in this study stated that their size and the ability to 'present' 
informal practices were important factors in securing recognition. As with the use 
of informal training, there is no reason to suspect that informal procedures are any 
less effective than formal procedures. This can be illustrated by the findings of 
this study. For example, a post training evaluation form usually satisfies the 
evaluation indicators, but an informal approach to evaluation was also judged to 
be acceptable. 
Many of the organisations, particularly in the smallest Slze band, used 
presentations to evaluate the training. This method was only appropriate where 
there was some degree of role duplication. Although such presentations may take 
more time out of the working day, they have a number of benefits that cannot be 
obtained from paper-based evaluation. Firstly, it extends the training activity 
beyond the course itself, as attendee(s) have to pass on their newly acquired 
knowledge to their colleagues. Secondly, knowing that they will have to do a 
presentation encourages attendees to concentrate more during the training activity. 
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Thirdly, the organisation is maximising its investment in the training by exposing 
the content of the course to those who did not attend. Finally, it is a more 
thorough way to evaluate training. By completing a form, employees may be 
inclined to overstate what they have learnt and how it may affect their work. 
However, the presentation should make the value of training clear to both the 
employee(s) attending the training and management. These presentations may 
have been perceived as an informal method to evaluate training. Nonetheless, in 
some cases, they appear to be a more effective method of evaluation than a paper-
based system, as the presentations test understanding of training on a number of 
levels. 
Although the presentations were used by smaller organisations, there is no reason 
why this form of evaluation could not be used in larger organisations. Rather than 
presenting to the whole of the workforce, the presentations could be confined to 
individual departments and teams. 
Observation of the employee after attending training was also used as an informal 
method of evaluation, as discussed in earlier chapters. For these organisations, the 
effectiveness of the training was evaluated by assessing how well the employee(s) 
performed after receiving on-the-job training. In using such a method, 
management can gauge the direct impact of training on individual performance. 
As with the presentation method, this is a method that evaluates the impact of 
training as opposed to the more suspect outcome of a paper-based system that may 
overstate the level of new skills and knowledge. 
If Kirkpatrick's (1998) four levels model is applied to training, a paper-based 
evaluation system would equate to levels one and two, reaction and learning 
respectively. However, the combination of presentations and observation used by 
some organisations would start to evaluate the training to level three (behaviour) 
and, to a lesser extent, level four (results). 
Presentations and observations may be relatively informal methods to evaluate 
training, however these findings have shown that their use is as effective, if not 
more effective, than formal methods may be. A possible explanation for the use 
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of informal procedures could be drawn from 10hnson and Gubbins (1992, p29): 
'By their very nature, many small organisations operate in an informal, flexible 
and unstructured way, and it may be expected that training in these organisations 
will fit into this pattern'. 
Until the informal ways of small organisations have been recognised as legitimate 
in gaining liP status, many small organisations may be reluctant to commit to the 
Standard because of the perceived formality required. 10yce et al. (1995) and 
Gaunt (1998) argue that small organisations will discard procedures that they 
perceive to be bureaucratic. The findings of this study have highlighted that the 
use of informal procedures by small organisations can be more than adequate in 
satisfying the requirements of the liP Standard. That said, the changes liP UK, as 
described earlier in Chapters 1 and 3, has made to the Standard and the assessment 
procedure appear to acknowledge these informal methods. The changes have 
moved the Standard away from an assessment based on formal procedures to one 
that focuses on outcomes. The informal practices of small organisations outlined 
in this study should be more akin to this type of assessment. 
9.2.2.4 Integrating liP framework into the Organisation's Day-to-Day 
Activities 
A number of the organisations in this study reported that the Standard was 
integrated into their day-to-day activities. This integration helped these 
organisations overcome the time barrier associated with the implementation of the 
Standard. These organisations also stated that such integration was vital to the 
success of liP in an organisation. They felt that if the Standard was seen as a 
'bolt-on' then its implementation would not be as successful. Finn (1994) states 
that the Standard is 'different from all of the other 'training' initiatives because it 
has the potential to enter the bloodstream and become part of the organic growth 
of successful organisations' (P33). 
9.2.2.5 Management Commitment 
The commitment of the management team was crucial in overcoming the barriers 
to liP recognition. The organisations in this study put management commitment 
on the list of the three important factors to address in order to implement liP 
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successfully. The level of internal commitment, including management 
commitment; to both liP and training has been highlighted as an element that can 
prove to be very important in succeeding with liP (Kerr & McDougall 1999, 
Hillage & Moralee 1996). This commitment is needed to drive the liP process 
through the organisation. The findings of this study have confirmed the views of 
many in believing that without the commitment of the management team, the 
achievement of liP in organisations is questionable. 
9.2.2.6 Communication - informal and formal 
As with management commitment, the respondents in this study included the need 
for good comomnicatlons in the three most important factors needed for liP 
recognition. Communication is important when introducing new procedures and 
policies and is vital in achieving liP recognition. Within the liP literature, the 
importance of communication is not mentioned specifically, although issues 
relating to the communication system feature heavily (Alberga et aI., 1996; 
Ashby, 1996; Down and Smith, 1998; and, Smith et aI., 2002). The results of this 
study show that, without a good communication system, whether informal or 
formal, the achievement ofliP would be severely hampered. 
9.3 Limitations of the study and areas for further research 
This study has its limitations. The sample was selected from one county owing to 
time and cost restrictions. The experiences of the organisations working with the 
local TEC in this study seem to be different to those identified in previous studies. 
Others larger scale studies, such as Hillage and Moralee (1996) and Smith et al. 
(2002), identified a considerable number of barriers to liP recognition. However, 
in this study, only five of the 24 barriers identified were encountered by more than 
50 percent of the sample. The experiences of organisations working with the local 
TEC differ, in certain respects, from those identified in previous studies, namely 
that fewer barriers were encountered. 
Secondly, the barriers (Figure 3.1) explored in this study were those associated 
with the pre-April 2000 Standard (Appendix 1). However, the Standard has 
changed, as discussed in Chapters 1 and 3, and therefore some of the barriers 
identified in the literature may no longer apply. The more readable format of the 
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new Standard, coupled with a new assessment that focuses on outcomes rather 
than processes, may mean that some barriers have been eliminated. 
Unfortunately, other barriers may have been created. However, as the discussion 
in Chapter 3 highlights, the new Standard seems only to have addressed a few of 
the 24 barriers identified (see Figure 3.1), notably the supply side barriers. 
Further research is needed in five areas. Firstly, a larger scale and more 
geographically dispersed study is needed. Such a study would confirm whether 
the findings presented here are specific to Leicestershire or whether they form part 
of the national picture. Secondly, although the findings of this study have 
highlighted some differences and similarities between the different size bands, 
further research is needed to draw more general conclusions on these differences 
and similarities. Third, a study is needed to establish whether the barriers 
associated with the old Standard (Appendix 1) are the same as any potential 
barriers to the new Standard (Appendix 2). Such a study will help to confirm 
whether the changes made to the Standard by liP UK have had a positive effect on 
the implementation of liP or not. Fourth, once the barriers associated with the 
new Standard have been determined, an investigation is needed to establish 
whether the methods identified in this study can be used to overcome the new 
barriers or whether other methods are needed. Fifth, a study of the methods used 
by organisations employing more than 50 employees to overcome the barriers to 
liP recognition would be helpful. 
9.4 The Added Value of My Findings 
The findings'of this study have identified six main methods used to overcome the 
barriers to liP recognition. In identifying these methods, this study has started to 
develop an understanding of how organisations overcome the barriers. This 
knowledge has filled a research gap that was very evident amongst the various 
studies. As previously mentioned, the aim of this study was to establish how small 
and micro organisations overcome the barriers to liP recognition. In order to 
develop the existing academic theory, the analytical framework developed by 
Smith et al. (2002) has been modified to include the most frequently reported 
barriers and the methods used to overcome them. By identifying these barriers, 
this study has helped to reaffirm findings of other studies. Moreover, in 
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developing the analytical framework conceived by Smith et al. (2002), this study 
has been able to present a more complete 'picture' of the factors that influence 
organisations seeking liP status. The methods identified in this study to overcome 
demand and supply side barriers have been included in the shaded area of the 
framework. It was felt that this contribution will have a positive impact in 
developing our understanding of the approach used by small organisations to gain 
liP accreditation and may form the basis of future academic research. 
These findings will also impact on other stakeholders. Considering small and 
micro organisations first, the fact that these methods have been used by small 
organisations recognised as Investors in People should add some credibility to 
them. It is hoped that small organisations will consider each of the six methods 
and decide how using them might help them to gain liP status. For those 
organisations currently struggling with the requirements of the Standard, they may 
find a new lease of life in realising that their informal ways may suffice and that 
they need not yield to the perceived formal requirements of the Standard. 
In terms of gaining third party support, these findings should reassure small 
organisations that advisors and consultants can be of great benefit in achieving the 
Standard and that, in some cases, their fees may be reimbursed by the local 
delivery agency. 
With regard to management commitment, small organisations must appreciate that 
simply giving the 'nod' to commit to the Standard will not suffice. Top 
management have to play an integral role in the implementation team, and without 
their commitment, liP could be a burden for the organisation. 
Another key message to come out of these findings is that organisations must not 
be misled into thinking that their approach to training is not appropriate for the 
requirements of liP. It is not necessary to invest heavily on external training 
programmes, internal programmes are sufficient. Finally, small organisations 
must view liP as a fundamental part of their business and not as an extra. The 
participants in this study were adamant that viewing liP as a 'bolt-on' would 
hinder its implementation. 
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As for the liP practitioners, it is hoped that they could use these findings to advise 
and support organisations with a better understanding of the ways they operate. It 
is important to understand that every organisation, whatever its size, is different. 
The approach to helping each organisation has to be tailored to the specific needs 
of that individual organisation. In particular, the importance of the infonnal ways 
used by small organisations in a successful liP journey must not be 
underestimated. They must realise that advisor support is crucial in helping small 
organisations achieve liP recognition and that the quality of this support will 
impact on the take-up of not only liP but also other initiatives that are developed 
by the support agencies in the future. 
In tenns of the impact on policy makers, this study emphasises that, in order for 
the Standard to be applied to as many organisations as possible, there needs to be 
a certain degree of flexibility in the implementation of its requirements. This was 
clearly acknowledged by the liP assessors who assessed the organisations in this 
study. The assessors showed a degree of leniency that enabled these small and 
mIcro organisations to adapt the Standard's requirements to their operations. 
However, in making the changes to the Standard in 2000, I believe that policy 
makers have already changed their viewpoint on many aspects of the Standard and 
have made the Standard more suitable for small organisations. 
9.5 Conclusion 
Figure 9.1, below, illustrates the contribution of this study to the existing 
knowledge of liP. It is hoped that these findings will help small and micro 
organisations to understand that the barriers to liP can be conquered. There is also 
a need for a greater understanding of the way in which small organisations operate 
and an appreciation of their informal practices by those who deliver liP 
throughout the United Kingdom. The recent changes to the Standard, that require 
fewer fonnal procedures and practices, might encourage more small organisations 
to commit to the Standard. Small organisations need to be supported in different 
ways to larger organisations and advisors need to be become small organisation 
specialists. This may now be achievable, at least in England, as the Business 
Links take over the delivery of liP to small organisations from the TEes. The 
findings of this study have identified a number of methods that small 
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organisations have used to overcome the perceived formal requirements of the 
Standard. The acceptance of these informal methods by liP assessors tends to 
contradict the remarks made by Smith et al. (2002) and Joyce et al. (1995). They 
imply that the liP Standard requires formal procedural modes, this is clearly not 
the case. The findings of this study confirm Hillage and Moralee's (1996) 
comments that small organisations are more like to have 'less formality' than 
larger organisations. Given this high level of informality, it is suggested that 
smaller organisations may be more suited to the new Standard, as its focus is on 
output and not processes, and hence might be more likely to commit to the 
Standard. These findings should help small organisations realise that they need 
not alter their ways to achieve liP recognition. 
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Figure 9.1- liP: The Complete Cycle, with the focus on overcoming barriers to 
implementation. 
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Appendix 1 - liP UK's Regional Delivery Partners 
From April 2001, Investors in People will delivered by six regional delivery partners: 
England 
Learning Skills Councils 
Business Links for organisations employing fewer than 250 employees 
Scotland 
Scottish Enterprise (SE) 
Highlands and Islands Enterprises (HIE) 
Wales 
Education and Learning Wales (EL Wa) 
N orthem Ireland 
Department of Further and Higher Education Training and Employment 
(DFHETE) 
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Appendix 2: The Old Investor in People Standard (pre APRIL 2000) 
COMMITMENT 
1.1 The commitment from the top management to train 
r-- and develop employees is communicated effectively 
Principle 1: Commitment throughout the organisation. 
An Investor in People makes a 
commitment from the top to achieve 1.2 Employees at all levels are aware of the broad aims or 
its business objectives. f- f- vision of the organisation. 
1.3 The organisation has considered what employees at all 
f- levels will contribute to the success of the organisation, 
and has communicated this effectively to them. 
1.4 Where representative structures exist, communication 
f- takes place between management and representatives on 
the vision of where the organisation is going and the 
contribution employees (and their representatives) will 
make to its success. 
PLANNING 
2.1 A written but flexible plan sets out the organisation's 
t- goals and targets. 
2.2 A written plan identifies the organisation's training 
and development needs, and specifies what actions will be 
f- taken to meet these needs. 
2.3 Training and Development needs are regularly 
reviewed against goals and targets at the organisation, 
team and individual level. 
Principle 2: Planning -
An Investor in People regularly reviews 
the needs and plans the training and 2.4 A written plan identifies the resources that will be 
development of all employees - used to meet training and development needs. 
2.5 Responsibility for training and developing employees 
-
is clearly identified and understood throughout the 
organisation, starting at the top 
2.6 Objectives are set for training and development 
- actions at the organisation, team and individual level. 
2.7 Where appropriate, training and development 
objectives are linked to external standards, such as 
---
National Vocational Qualifications (NVQs) or Scottish 
Vocational Qualifications (SVQs), and units 
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Principle 3: Action 
An Investor in People takes action to 
train and develop individuals on 
recruitment and throughout their 
employment. 
Principle 4: Evaluation 
An Investor in People evaluates the . 
investment in training and 
development to assess achievement 
and improve future effectiveness. 
ACTION 
3.1 All employees are introduced effectively to the 
organisation and all employees new to a job are given 
the training and development they need to do that job. 
3.2 Managers are effective in carrying out their 
responsibilities for training and developing employees. 
3.3. Managers are actively involved in supporting 
employees to meet their training and development 
needs. 
3.4 All employees are made aware of the training and 
development opportunities open to them. 
3.5 All employees are encouraged to help identify and 
r- meet their job-related training and development needs. 
3.6 Action takes place to meet the training and 
development needs of individuals, teams and the 
organisation. 
EVALUATION 
4.1 The organisation evaluates the impact of training 
and development actions on knowledge, skills and 
attitude. 
4.2 The organisation evaluates the impact of training 
and development actions on performance. 
4.3 The organisation evaluates the contribution of 
training and development to the achievement of its 
goals and targets. 
4.4 Top Management understood the broad costs and 
benefits of training and developing employees 
4.5 Action takes place to implement improvements to 
training and development identified as a result of 
evaluation. 
4.6 Top management's continuing commitment to 
_ training and developing employees is demonstrated to 
all employees. 
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Appendix 3: The Investors in People Standard (APRIL 2000) 
Principle Indicators Evidence 
Commitment 1 The organisation is Top management can describe strategies 
An Investor in People is committed to supporting that they have put in place to support the 
fully committed to the development of its development of people in order to 
developing its people in people improve the organisation's performance 
order to achieve its aims and Managers can describe specific actions 
objectives that they have taken and are currently 
taking to support the development of 
people 
People can confirm that the specific 
strategies and actions described by top 
management and managers take place 
People believe the organisation is 
genuinely committed to supporting their 
development 
2 People are encouraged to People can give examples of how they 
improve their own and have been encouraged to improve their 
other people's own performance 
performance People can give examples of how they 
have been encouraged to improve other 
~e()~le' s~erformance 
3 People believe their People can describe how their 
contribution to the contribution to the organisation is 
organisation is recognised recognised 
People believe that their contribution to 
the organisation is recognised 
People receive appropriate and 
constructive feedback on a timely and 
regular basis 
4 The organisation is Top management can describe strategies 
committed to ensuring that they have put in place to ensure 
equality of opportunity in equality of opportunity in the 
the development of its development of people 
people Managers can describe specific actions 
that they have taken and are currently 
taking to ensure equality of opportunity in 
the development of people 
People confirm that the specific strategies 
and actions described by top management 
and managers take place and recognise 
the needs of different groups 
People believe the organisation is 
genuinely committed to ensuring equality 
of opportunity in the development of 
people 
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Principle Indicators Evidence 
Planning 5 The organisation has a The organisation has a plan with clear 
An Investor in People is plan with clear aims and aims and objectives 
clear about its aims and its objectives which are People can consistently explain the aims 
objectives and what its understood by everyone and objectives of the organisation at a 
people need to do to achieve level appropriate to their role 
them Representative groups are consulted about 
the organisation's aims and ol?iectives 
6 The development of The organisation has clear priorities 
people is in line with the which link the development of people to 
organisation's aims and its aims and objectives at organisation, 
objectives team and individual level 
People clearly understand what their 
development activities should achieve, 
both for them and the organisation 
7 People understand how People can explain how they contribute to 
they contribute to achieving the organisation's aims and 
achieving the objectives 
organisation's aims and 
ob.iectives 
Action 8 Managers are effective in The organisation makes sure that 
An Investor in People supporting the managers have the knowledge and skills 
develops its people development of people they need to develop their people 
effectively in order to Managers at all levels understand what 
improve its performance they need to do to support the 
development of people 
People understand what their manager 
should be doing to support their 
development 
Managers at all levels can give examples 
of actions that they have taken and are 
currently taking to support the 
development of people 
People can describe how their managers 
are effective in supporting thei'r 
develo~ment 
9 People learn and develop People who are new to the organisation, 
effectively and those new to ajob, can confirm that 
they have received an effective induction 
The organisation can show that people 
learn and develop effectively 
People understand why they have 
undertaken development activities and 
what they are expected to do as a result 
People can give examples of what they 
have learnt (knowledge, skills and 
attitude) from development activities 
Development is linked to relevant 
external qualifications or standards (or 
both), where appropriate 
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Principle Indicators Evidence 
Evaluation 10 The development of The organisation can show that the 
An Investor in People people improves the development of people has improved the 
understands the impact of its performance of the performance of the organisation, teams 
investment in people on its organisation, teams and and individuals 
performance individuals 
11 People understand the Top management understands the overall 
impact of the development costs and benefits ofthe development of 
of people on the people and its impact on performance 
performance of the People can explain the impact of their 
organisation, teams and development on their performance, and 
individuals the performance of their team and the 
organisation as a whole 
12 The organisation gets People can give examples of relevant and 
better at developing its timely improvements that have been made 
people to development activities 
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Appendix 4 - Management Processes and the link with the Indicators 
PLANNING 
2.1 2.2 2.4 
TRAINING/ 
DEVELOPMENT 
3.1 3.6 4.5 
MANAGEMENT 
EFFECTIVENESS 
2.5 3.2 3.3 4.4 
COMMUNICATION 
1.1 1.21.31.43.44.6 
REVIEW 
& EVALUATION 
2.6 2.7 4.1 4.2 4.3 2.3 3.5 
Appendix 5 -liP: An Analytical Framework 
Demand Side Factors 
Individual (OMs) 
+ Aspirations: GrowthlLifestyle 
+ Insularity 
• Fears: exposure of managerial 
shortcomings 
loss of employees 
• Education & training experience 
Organisational 
+ Culture 
+ Size 
+ Resources: financial; time 
+ HR Systems and Planning 
+ Business planning 
sophistication 
+ FormaVinformal Training 
Procedures 
+ Business imperatives/priorities 
+ Degree of HR specialism 
+ Communication ~stems 
Supply Side Factors 
Support Agencies 
+ Visibility 
+ Financial: cost; support 
+ Appropriateness 
+ Provider quality: 
consultants; trainers 
• Access 
• Complexitylbureaucracy 
I-----------.,;:::.~II Awareness J-E(~----------I 
~ 
o 
-~ := 
·u 
cS 
'f! 
o 
-:c 
:c 
c 
..... 
t 
Triggers 
External 
• Competitive environment 
• Comparative advantage: kitemark 
• Tendering prerequiste 
• New market opportunities 
• Technological developments 
• TEC interventions 
• Financial incentives 
Internal 
• HR Planning 
• Performance improvement 
• Skill/competency shortages 
\V )1 lIP Commitment 
'V 
>1 lIP Implementation 
lIP Benefits 
• Formalisation of HR strategy 
I~ 
I' 
I ..... 
I' 
• Integration with business planning 
• Evaluation of training activity 
• Enhanced staff morale 
• Better communication systems 
• Business benefits 
\if 
Reproduced With permission from South et aI (2002) 
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Appendix 6: The Network of Basic Assumptions Characterising The Subjective-Objective Debate within Social Science 
Core Ontological 
Assumptions 
Assumptions about 
Human Nature 
Basic 
Epistemological 
Stance 
Some Favored 
Metaphors 
Research Methods 
Subjectivist 
Approaches to 
Social Science 
( 
Reality as a 
projection of 
human imagination 
Man as pure spirit, 
consciousness, 
being 
To obtain 
phenomenological 
insights, revelation 
Transcendental 
Exploration of pure 
subjectivity 
Reality as a social 
construction 
Man as a social 
constructor, the 
symbol creator 
To understand how 
social reality is 
created 
Language game, 
accomplishment, 
text 
hermeneutics 
Reality as a realm 
of symbolic 
discourse 
Man as an actor, 
the symbol user 
To understand 
patterns of 
symbolic discourse 
Theatre, culture 
Symbolic analysis 
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Reality as a 
contextual filed of 
information 
Man as an 
information 
processor 
To map contexts 
Cybernetic 
Contextual analysis 
of Gestalten 
Reality as a 
concrete process 
Man as an adaptor 
To study systems. 
Process, change 
Organism 
Objectivist 
Approaches to 
Social Science 
Reality as a 
concrete structure 
) 
Man as a responder 
To construct a 
positivist science 
Machine 
Historical analysis Lab experiments, 
survey 
Source: Morgan and Smircich 1980, p492 
Appendix 7 - Interview Guide 
1. Introduction - What the study is about 
2. Reminder of Confidentiality 
3. Ask if they mind the interview being tape recorded for ease of analysis 
4. Can you give a background to your organisation 
5. Could you tell what the driving force for liP was 
Principle 1: Commitment/Communication 
6. Did you experience problems in trying to keep your employees informed about 
liP? (Briefing sessions, team meetings etc) 
7. Did you manage to communicate your organisation's Vision with ease or were 
difficulties encountered? 
8. If you needed to improve your communication system, was this achieved easily? 
9. Did you experience resistance in gaining commitment from: 
(i) your management team 
(ii) your employees 
Principle 2: Planning 
10. Did you find it difficult to understand what was required in a Business plan and 
Training plan? 
11. Were there any complications when you were identifying your business needs? 
12. Was there an issue when it came to focusing training and development activities 
to your business needs? 
13. Did you encounter problems when implementing an appraisal system? 
14. Did you experience problems with not having enough resources to meet the 
requirement of the standard? (Training budget, time off, materials, financial 
resources) 
15. Did you register any of your employees on external assessed courses such as 
NVQs? If so, how easy was it to link these courses to business needs? 
16. Did you have difficulties in setting up evaluation criteria? 
Principle 3: Action 
17. How easily did you implement training activities and development courses? 
Finding the right courses/providers, cost of training, releasing employees for 
training? 
18. In relation to participating in training, did you encounter any resistance from 
management or employees? 
Principle 4: Evaluation 
19. With how much ease was an evaluation system implemented? 
Others barriers to liP recognition 
20. (i) Did you and your organisation find that liP process needed more effort than 
was expected at first? 
(iii) Was the process more thorough/rigorous than initially anticipated? 
21. Did you find that you lost contact with the TEC? 
22. Do you feel that you suffered from loss of continuity with your advisor? 
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23. Do you feel that the advisor provided inadequate support through a lack of 
knowledge of the industry or through not understanding the pressures that SMEs 
encounter on a daily basis 
24. Did you find that the amount of time required was an issue? 
25. Where there any changes to the organisational structure that impeded the progress 
ofIiP? 
26. Have you found the process bureaucratic? 
27. Did you feel that the construction of a relevant action plan and making effective 
use of it was an area that helped you? 
28. Did you find the language used in the standard complicated and hard to 
understand? 
29. Deferment was seen was a major barrier to gaining commitment for re-
assessment. How did you gain the internal commitment in order to make the 
changes needed? 
30. Why do you feel your business was able to overcome these obstacles when other 
SMEs cannot? 
31. Is there anything else that you think was important that I haven't covered? 
32. If you were at a network meeting and someone said to you that they were thinking 
over going for liP and asked you what the three most important things they would 
have to do were, what would you tell them? 
Ask if they want a summary report once thesis has been completed. 
Thank them for taking part 
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Appendix 8 - Template Analysis (phase 1) 
1. Company Details 
1.1 Size 
1.1.1 Under 10 Employees 
1.1.2 10 to 25 Employees 
1.1.3 26 to 49 Employees 
1.2 Industry 
1.2.1 Manufacturing 
1.2.2 Service 
1.2.2.1 Public 
1.2.2.2 Private 
1.3 Driving Force for Investors in People 
1.3.1 The Framework it provides 
1.3.2 Formalisation of procedures and policies 
1.3.3 Culture change 
1.3.4 Already had most of the processes in place and wanted to be 
recognised for it 
2. Communication/Committed 
2.1 Meeting 
2.1.1 Company briefings 
2.1.2 Team meetings 
2.1.3 Departmental meetings 
2.1.4 Management meetings 
2.1.5 Cross Departmental meetings 
2.1.6 Informal meetings 
2.2 Newsletter 
2.2.1 Yes 
2.2.2 No 
2.3 Communicating VisionlIiP 
2.3.1 With ease 
2.3 .1.1 How was it communicated? 
2.3.2 Experienced difficulties 
2.3.2.1 How were the difficulties overcome? 
2.4 Improvement to the communication system 
2.4.1 No 
2.4.2 Yes 
2.4.2.1 
2.4.2.2 
2.4.2.3 
2.5 Resistance 
Newsletter introduced 
New meetings/format 
Formalise meetings 
2.5.1. From the Employees 
2.5.1.1 Yes 
2.5.1.1.1 Methods use to overcome this 
2.5.1.2 No 
2.5.2 From the Management 
2.5.2.1 Yes 
2.5.2.1.1 Methods use to overcome this 
2.5.2.2 No 
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3. Planning 
3.1 Business Plan 
3.1.1 Problems understanding what was required 
3.1.1.1 Yes 
3.1.1.1.1 How was it overcome? 
3.1.1.2 No 
3.1.2 Problems identifying business needs/objectives 
3.1.2.1 Yes 
3.1.2.1.1 How was it overcome? 
3.1.2.2 No 
3.1.2.2.1 How is it done? 
3.2 Appraisal SystemlPerformance Reviews 
3.2.1 Any problems in implementing a system 
3.2.1.1 No 
3.2.1.2 Yes 
3.2.1.2.1 How was it overcome? 
32.2 How was it implemented? 
3.2.3 Does it include a self-assessment? 
3.2.3.1 Yes 
32.3.1.1 How receptive are the employees? 
3.2.3.2 No 
3.3 Enough Resources 
3.3.1 Enough 
3.3.2 Not enough 
3.3 .2.1 Time issue 
3.32.2 Financial issue 
3.3.2.3 Material issue 
3.3.2.4 ()ther 
3.4 Participation in External courses 
3.4.1 No 
3.4.1.1 Why are they not used? 
3.4.2 Yes 
3.42.1 NVQs 
3.42.1.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.4.2.2 Professional Qualifications 
3.4.2.2.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.4.2.3 Industry Specific 
3.42.3.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.5 Problems with setting evaluation criteria 
3.5.1 Yes 
3.5.1.1 Why and how is it overcome? 
3.52 No 
3.5.2.1 How is evaluation done? 
3.6 Training Plan 
3.6.1 Problems with understanding what is required 
3.6.1.1 No 
3.6.1.2 Yes 
3.6.1.2.1 How was it overcome? 
3.6.2 Problems linking the training to the business plan 
3.6.2.1 No 
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3.6.2.1.1 How was it done? 
3.6.2.2 ~es 
3.6.2.2.1 How was it overcome? 
4. Action 
4.1 Problems implementing training activities and development courses 
4.1.1 No 
4.1.1.1 How do you do it? 
4.1.2 ~es 
4.1.2.1 What sort of problems? 
4.1.2.2 How were they overcome? 
4.2 Problems finding training and development activities 
4.2.1 No 
4.2.2 ~es 
4.2.2.1 What sort of problems have you met? 
4.2.2.2 How did you overcome them? 
4.3 Resistance towards training 
4.3.1 From Management 
4.3.1.1 No 
4.3.1.2 ~es 
4.3.1.2.1 What sort of problems? 
4.3.1.2.2 How do you deal with it? 
4.3.2 From Employees 
4.3.2.1 No 
4.3.2.2 ~es 
4.3.2.2.1 What sort of problems? 
4.3.2.2.2 How do you deal with it? 
5. Training and Enterprise Councils 
5.1 Loss of contact 
5.1.1 No 
5.1.2 ~es 
5.1.2.1 Did it impede the progress? 
5.1.2.2 How was it overcome? 
5.2 Loss of continuity? 
5.2.1 No 
5.2.2 ~es 
5.2.2.1 Did it impede the progress? 
5.2.2.2 How was it overcome? 
5.3 Inadequate Support 
5.3.1 No 
5.3.2 ~es 
5.3.2.1 
5.3.2.2 
5.3.2.3 
6. Other Issues 
Why? 
Did it impede the progress? 
How was it overcome? 
6.1 More effort than originally anticipated 
6.1.1 No 
6.1.1.1 Why? 
6.1.2 ~es 
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6.1.2.1 Why? 
6; 1.2.2 How was it overcome? 
6.2 More thorough/rigorous than originally anticipated 
6.2.1 No 
6.2.2 Yes 
6.2.2.1 Why? 
6.3 Time Issues 
6.3.1 No 
Why? 
Why? 
6.3.1.1 
6.3.2 Yes 
6.3.2.1 
6.3.2.2 How was it overcome? 
6.4 Process Bureaucratic 
6.4.1 No 
6.4.2 Yes 
6.4.2.1 Why? 
6.5 Relevant Action plan 
6.5.1 Yes 
6.5.2 No 
6.5.2.1 Why? 
6.6 Language 
6.6.1 Hard to understand 
6.6.1.1 No 
6.6.1.2 Yes 
6.6.1.2.1 Why? 
6.6.2 Complicated to Understand 
6.6.2.1 No 
6.6.2.2 Yes 
6.6.2.2.1 Why? 
7. Three Most Important Things 
7.1 Management commitment 
7.2 Training 
7.3 Communication 
7.4 Integrated the framework into the business 
8. Why did your company achieve the standard when some cannot? 
9. Any other comments 
10. Levels of formality 
10.1 Informal 
10.2 Some formal procedures 
10.3 Formalised procedures 
11. Evaluation 
11.1 Ease of Implementation 
11.1.1 With ease 
11.1.1.1 No 
11.1.1.2 How overcome? 
11.2 How was it implemented? 
11.3 How does it work? 
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Appendix 9 - Template Analysis (phase 2) 
1. Company Details 
1.1 Size 
1.1.1 Under 10 Employees 
1.1.2 10 to 25 Employees 
1.1.3 26 to 49 Employees 
1.2 Industry 
1.2.1 Manufacturing 
1.2.2 Service 
1.2.2.1 Public 
1.2.2.2 Private 
1.3 Driving Force for Investors in People 
1.3.1 The Framework it provides 
1.3.2 Formalisation of procedures and policies 
1.3.3 Culture change 
1.3.4 Already had most of the processes in place and wanted to be 
recognised for it 
1.3.5 Professionalise the business processes 
1.3.6 TEC funding 
1.3.7 Improve the business 
1.3.8 To get contracts with others companies 
1.3.9 Good things to have /clients have it we should have it 
1.3.10 Existing culturelbackground of the company 
1.3.11 To be exemplary 
1.3 .12 Because people wanted to put a label on it 
1.3 .13 Registration requirementslN ew contracts/ New contacts 
1.3 .14 Making sure the business was being managed right 
1.3 .15 Wanted to get through it as part of a network group 
1.3.16 To get recognised for the quality of work 
1.3 .17 Wanted to be the 1 st in the industry sector 
1.3 .18 Help recruitment/retention 
2. Communication/Committed 
2.1 Meeting 
2.1.1 Company briefings 
2.1.2 Team meetings 
2.1.3 Departmental meetings 
2.1.4 Management meetings 
2.1.5 Cross Departmental meetings 
2.1.6 Informal meetings 
2.1.7 Shared files on PC 
2.1.8 Email 
2.1.9 Telecommunication 
2.1.10 Appraisals 
2.2 Newsletter 
2.3 Communicating Vision/liP 
2.3.1 With ease 
2.3.1.1 How was it communicated? 
2.3.2 Experienced difficulties 
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2.3 .2.1 How were the difficulties overcome? 
2.4 Improvement to the communication system 
2.4.1 Yes 
2.4.1.1 
2.4.1.2 
2.4.1.3 
2.4.1.4 
2.4.1.5 
2.4.1.6 
2.4.1.7 
2.4.1.8 
2.4.1.9 
2.4.1.10 
Newsletter introduced 
New meetings/format 
Formalise meetings 
Email 
Policy document on Communication 
Weekly Updates 
Message book 
Meetings with residents 
Evaluation forms for staff and residents 
Talk more whilst working alongside the staff 
2.5 Resistance 
2.5.1 From the Employees 
2.5.1.1 Yes 
2.5.1.1.1 Methods use to overcome this 
2.5.2 From the Management 
2.5.2.1 Yes 
2.5.2.1.1 Methods use to overcome this 
2.6 Informal one to one meetings/interviews 
2.7 Using business plan as communication tool 
3. Planning 
3.1 Business Plan 
3.1.1 Problems understanding what was required 
3.1.1.1 Yes 
3.1.1.1.1 How was it overcome? 
3.1.2 Problems identifying business needs/objectives 
3.1.2.1 Yes 
3.1.2.1.1 How was it overcome? 
3.1.2.2 No 
3.1.2.2.1 How is it done? 
3.2 Appraisal SystemlPerformance Reviews 
3.2.1 Any problems in implementing a system 
3.2.1.1 No 
3.2.1.2 Yes 
3.2.1.2.1 How was it overcome? 
3.2.2 How was it implemented? 
3.2.3 Does it include a self-assessment? 
3.2.3.1 Yes 
3.2.3.1.1 How receptive are the employees? 
3.3 Enough Resources 
3.3.1 Not enough 
3.3.1.1 Time issue 
3.3.1.2 Financial issue 
3.3.1.3 Material issue 
3.3.1.4 Other 
3.3.2 How are these overcome? 
3.4 Participation in External courses 
3.4.1 No 
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3.4.1.1 Why are they not used? 
3.4.2 Yes 
3.4.2.1 NVQs 
3.4.2.1.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.4.2.2 Professional Qualifications 
3.4.2.2.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.4.2.3 Industry Specific 
3.4.2.3.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.4.2.4 Modem Apprenticeships 
3.4.2.4.1 How easily linked to business objectives 
3.5 Problems with setting evaluation criteria 
3.5.1 Yes 
3.5.1.1 Why and how is it overcome? 
3.5.2 No 
3.5.2.1 How is evaluation criteria set? 
3.6 Training Plan 
3.6.1 Problems with understanding what is required 
3.6.1.1 Yes 
3.6.1.1.1 How was it overcome? 
3.6.2 Problems linking the training to the business plan 
3.6.2.1 No 
3.6.2.1.1 How was it done? 
3.6.2.2 Yes 
3.6.2.2.1 How was it overcome? 
4. Action 
4.1 Problems implementing training activities and development courses 
4.1.1 No 
4.1.1.1 How do you do it? 
4.1.2 Yes 
4.1.2.1 What sort of problems? 
4.1.2.2 How were they overcome? 
4.2 Problems finding training and development activities 
4.2.1 Yes 
4.2.1.1 What sort of problems have you met? 
4.2.1.2 How did you overcome them? 
4.3 Resistance towards training 
4.3.1 From Management 
4.3.1.1 Yes 
4.3.1.1.1 What sort of problems? 
4.3.1.1.2 How do you deal with it? 
4.3.2 From Employees 
4.3.2.1 Yes 
4.3.2.1.1 What sort of problems? 
4.3.2.1.2 How do you deal with it? 
5. Training and Enterprise Councils 
5.1 Loss of contact 
5.1.1 Yes 
5.1.1.1 Did it impede the progress? 
5.1.1.2 How was it overcome? 
5.2 Loss of continuity 
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5.2.1 Yes 
5.2.2 Did it impede the progress? 
5.2.2.1 How was it overcome? 
5.3 Inadequate Support 
5.3.1 Yes 
Why? 5.3.1.1 
5.3.1.2 
5.3.1.3 
Did it impede the progress? 
How was it overcome? 
6. Other Issues 
6.1 More effort than originally anticipated 
6.1.1 No 
6.1.1.1 Why? 
6.1.2 Yes 
6.1.2.1 Why? 
6.1.2.2 How was it overcome? 
6.2 More thorough/rigorous than originally anticipated 
6.2.1 No 
6.2.1.1 Why? 
6.2.2 Yes 
6.2.2.1 Why? 
6.3 Time Issues 
6.3.1 No 
6.3.1.1 Why? 
6.3.2 Yes 
6.3.2.1 Why? 
6.3.2.2 How was it overcome? 
6.4 Process Bureaucratic 
6.4.1 Yes 
6.4.1.1 Why? 
6.5 Relevant Action plan 
6.5.1 No 
6.5.1.1 Why? 
6.6 Language 
6.6.1 Hard to understand 
6.6.1.1 Yes 
6.6.1.1.1 Why? 
6.6.2 Complicated to Understand 
6.6.2.1 Yes 
6.6.2.1.1 Why? 
7. Three Most Important Things 
7.1 Management commitment 
7.2 Training 
7.3 Communication 
7.4 Integrated the framework into the business 
7.5 Planning 
7.6 AppraisalslPerformance reviews 
7.7 Evaluation 
7.8 TEC Support 
7.9 Job description 
7.10 Handbook 
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7.11 Goal setting 
7.12 Don't bother 
7.13 Must give it enough time 
7.14 Promote liP as a positive thing 
7.15 Be sure of your reasons 
7.16 Don't expect everyone to be impressed 
7.17 Take it seriously 
7.18 Stick with it 
7.19 Have the right resources 
7.20 Create a team culture/spirit 
7.21 Do it as part of development group/network 
7.22 Prioritise 
7.23 Have a champion 
7.24 Having workforce on board 
8. Why did your company achieve the standard when some cannot? 
8.1 Background of the employees and management 
8.2 Small company 
8.3 Team spirit/culture/working relationships 
8.4 Determination to achieve it 
8.5 TEC Support 
8.6 Existing policies/procedures/framework 
8.7 Communication 
8.8 (Not a code, missed out when constructing the template 
8.9 Part of bigger organisation 
8.10 It being important to the company 
8.11 Top level commitment 
8.12 Having the time to implement liP 
8.13 Training 
8.14 Open style of management 
9. Any other comments 
9.1 Expected to much from the standard 
9.2 Did not focus the company 
9.3 Issues on training within SMEs 
9.4 Asse~sor/asses~ment issues 
10. Levels of formality 
10.1 Informal 
10.2 Some formal procedures 
10.3 Formalised procedures 
11. Evaluation 
11.1 Ease of Implementation 
11.1.1 With ease 
11.1.1.1 No 
11.1.1.2 How overcome? 
11.2 How was it implemented? 
11.3 How does it work? 
11.4 Problems with evaluation 
11.4.1 How they were overcome? 
12. Concerns over the image ofliP 
13. Concerns over the new standard and its implications 
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14. Minds set towards liP 
15. The impact ofISO and existing procedures on achieving liP 
16. How appraisals are done? 
17. Overcoming the lack of resources for training 
18. Main changes due to liP/Benefits 
19. Influence ofMgt background/training 
20. How to write a business plan? 
21. Informal AppraisalslNot waiting till then to sort something out approach 
22. Assessment Issues 
23. Previous experience with liP 
24. Understanding what training is 
25. liP Formalising the business 
26. Using Presentations as a means of evaluation 
27. See liP paperwork as a good thing 
28. Business plan issues 
29. Short fall of Management skills in SMEs 
30. No appraisals/performance reviews as such 
31. Training needs identification 
32. Blueprint Package 
33. liP champion may have made a difference 
34. Overcoming the language barrier 
35. Problems with appraisals 
36. Poor TEC support after assessment 
37. Ways of setting deptlindividual objectives and goals 
38. Issues around NVQs 
39. Setting up Inductions 
40. Resentment about the cost of training 
41. Impact of liP on the culture of the organisation 
42. Use of AppraisalslPerformance Review as communication tool 
43. Comments about TEC support 
44. Helped with OFSTED inspection 
45. Using Appraisals to evaluation training 
46. Wanted to be 1 st to get liP in the industry 
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Appendix 10 - Template analysis (phase 3) 
1. Company Details 
1.1 Size 
1.1.1 Under 10 Employees Not Needed, include before decision was 
1.1.2 10 to 25 Employees taken to analyse by 3 size bands 
1.1.3 26 to 49 Employees 
1.2 Industry 
1.2.1 Manufacturing 
1.2.2 Service 
1.2.2.1 Public 
1.2.2.2 Private 
1.3 Driving Force for Investors in People 
1.3.1 The Framework it provides 
1.3.2 Formalisation of procedures and policies 
1.3.3 Culture change No Data 
1.3.4 Already had most of the processes in place and wanted to be 
recognised for it 
1.3.5 Professionalise the business processes 
1.3.6 TEC funding - Only under 10s 
1.3.7 Improve the business 
1.3.8 To get contracts with others companies 
1.3.9 Good things to have /clients have it we should have it 
1.3.10 Existing culturelbackground of the company- Only 10-25 
1.3.11 To be exemplary 
1.3 .12 Because people wanted to put a label on it 
1.3.13 Registration requirementslNew contracts/ New contacts 
1.3 .14 Making sure the business was being managed right 
1.3 .15 Wanted to get through it as part of a network group 
1.3.16 To get recognised for the quality of work 
1.3.17 Wanted to be the 1st in the industry sector (Includes Old Number 
46) 
1.3.18 Help recruitment/retention 
2. Communication/Commitment 
2.1 Meeting 
2.1.1 Company briefings 
2.1.2 Team meetings - Need to decide whether the same as 2.1.3 
2.1.3 Departmental meetings 
2.1.4 Management meetings 
2.1.5 Cross Departmental meetings 
2.1.6 Informal meetings 
2.1.7 Shared files on PC - No data 
2.1.8 Email- Need to decide whether to include in 2.1.9 - Only 10-25 
2.1.9 Telecommunication - Only 10-25 
2.1.10 Appraisals - Only 26 49 
2.1.11 Briefing Document 
2.2 Newsletter 
2.3 Communicating VisionlIiP 
2.3.1 With ease 
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2.3 .1.1 How was it communicated? 
2.3.2 Experienced difficulties 
2.3 .2.1 How were the difficulties overcome? 
2.4 Improvement to the communication system 
2.4.1 Yes 
2.4.1.1 
2.4.1.2 
2.4.1.3 
2.4.1.4 
2.4.1.5 
2.4.1.6 
2.4.1.7 
2.4.1.8 
2.4.1.9 
2.4.1.10 
2.4.1.11 
Newsletter introduced 
New meetings/format 
Formalise meetings 
Email 
Policy document on Communication 
Weekly Updates 
Message book 
Meetings with residents 
Evaluation forms for staff and residents 
Talk more whilst working alongside the staff 
Shared PC files 
2.5 Resistance - Not 26 - 49 
2.5.1 From the Employees 
2.5.1.1 Yes 
2.5.1.1.1 Methods use to overcome this 
2.5.2 From the Management 
2.5.2.1 Yes 
2.5.2.1.1 Methods use to overcome this 
2.6 Informal one to one meetings/interviews - One only Under 10 
2.7 Using business plan as communication tool 
42. Use of AppraisalslPerformance Review as communication tool 
3. Planning 
3.1 Business Plan 
3.1.1 Problems understanding what was required 
3.1.1.1 Yes 
3.1.1.1.1 How was it overcome? 
3.1.2 Problems identifying business needs/objectives 
3.1.2.1 Yes 
3.1.2.1.1 How was it overcome? 
3.1.2.2 No 
3.1.2.2.1 How is it done? 
3.2 Appraisal SystemlPerformance Reviews 
3.2.1 Any problems in implementing a system 
3.2.1.1 No 
3.2.1.2 Yes 
. 3.2.1.2.1. How was it overcome? 
3.2.2 How was it implemented? 
3.2.3 Does it include a self-assessment? 
3.2.3.1 Yes 
3.2.3.1.1 How receptive are the employees? 
3.3 Enough Resources 
3.3.1 Not enough 
3.3.1.1 Time issue 
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3.3.1.2 
3.3.1.3 
3.3.1.4 
Financial issue 
Material issue 
Other 
3.3.2 How are these overcome? - Includes Number 17 
3.4 Participation in External courses 
3.4.1 No 
3.4.1.1 Why are they not used? 
3.4.2 Yes 
3.4.2.1 NVQs 
3.4.2.1.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.4.2.2 Professional Qualifications 
3.4.2.2.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.4.2.3 Industry Specific 
3.4.2.3.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.4.2.4 Modem Apprenticeships 
3.4.2.4.1 How easily linked to business objectives? 
3.5 Problems with setting evaluation criteria 
3.5.1 Yes 
3.5.1.1 Why and how is it overcome? 
3.5.2 No 
3.5.2.1 How is evaluation criteria set? 
3.6 Training Plan 
3.6.1 Problems with understanding what is required 
3.6.1.1 Yes 
3.6.1.1.1 How was it overcome? 
3.6.2 Problems linking the training to the business plan 
3.6.2.1 No 
3.6.2.1.1 How was it done? 
3.6.2.2 Yes 
3.6.2.2.1 How was it overcome? 
28. Business plan issues 
4. Action 
4.1 Problems implementing training activities and development courses 
4.1.1 No 
4.1.1.1 How do you do it 
4.1.2 Yes 
4.1.2.1 What sort of problems? 
4.1.2.2 How were they overcome? 
4.2 Problems finding training and development activities 
4.2.1 Yes 
4.2.1.1 What sort of problems have you met? 
4.2.1.2 How did you overcome them? 
4.3 Resistance towards training 
4.3.1 From Management - No Data 
4.3.1.1 1{es 
4.3.1.1.1 What sort of problems? 
4.3.1.1.2 HO'tv do you deal with it? 
4.3.2 From Employees 
214 
4.3.2.1 Yes 
4.3.2.1.1 What sort of problems? 
4.3.2.1.2 How do you deal with it? 
11. Evaluation 
11.1 Ease of Implementation 
11.1.1 With ease 
11.1.1.1 No 
11.1.1.2 How overcome? 
11.2 How was implemented? 
11.3 How does it works? (Include 26 Using Presentations as a means of 
evaluation & 45. Using Appraisals to evaluation training) 
11.4 Problems with evaluation 
11.4.1 How they were overcome? 
5. Training and Enterprise Councils 
5.1 Loss of contact 
5.1.1 Yes 
5.1.1.1 Did it impede the progress? 
5.1.1.2 How was it overcome? 
5.2 Loss of continuity? 
5.2.1 Yes 
5.2.2 Did it impede the progress? 
5.2.2.1 How was it overcome? 
5.3 Inadequate Support 
5.3.1 Yes 
Why? 5.3.1.1 
5.3.1.2 
5.3.1.3 
Did it impede the progress? 
How was it overcome? 
22. Assessor/assessment issues 
43. Comments about TEC support 
36. Poor TEC support after assessment 
6. Other Issues 
6.1 More effort than originally anticipated 
6.1.1 No 
6.1.1.1 Why? 
6.1.2 Yes 
6.1.2.1 Why? 
6.1.2.2 How was it overcome? 
6.2 More thorough/rigorous than originally anticipated 
6.2.1 No 
6.2.1.1 Why? 
6.2.2 Yes 
6.2.2.1 Why? 
6.3 Time Issues 
6.3.1 No 
6.3.1.1 Why? 
6.3.2 Yes 
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6.3.2.1 Why? 
6.3.2.2 How was it overcome? 
6.4 Process Bureaucratic 
6.4.1 Yes 
6.4.1.1 Why? 
6.5 Relevant Action plan 
6.5.1 No 
6.5.1.1 Why? 
6.6 Language 
6.6.1 Hard to understand 
6.6.1.1 Yes 
6.6.1.1.1 Why? 
6.6.2 Complicated to Understand 
6.6.2.1 Yes 
6.6.2.1.1 Why? 
34.0vercoming the language barrier 
27. See liP paperwork as a good thing 
7. Three Most Important Things 
7.1 Management commitment 
7.2 Training 
7.3 Communication 
7.4 Integrated the framework into the business 
7.5 Planning 
7.6 AppraisalslPerformance reviews 
7.7 Evaluation 
7.8 TEC Support 
7.9 Job description 
7.10 Handbook 
7.11 Goal setting 
7.12 Don't bother 
7.13 Must give it enough time 
7.14 Promote liP as a positive thing 
7.15 Be sure of your reasons 
7.16 Don't expect everyone to be impressed 
7.17 Take it seriously 
7.18 Stick with it 
7.19 Have the right resources 
7.20 Create a team culture/spirit 
7.21 Do it as part of development group/network 
7.22 Prioritise 
7.23 Have a champion 
7.24 Having workforce on board 
8. Why did your company achieve the standard when some cannot? 
8.1 Background of the employees and management 
8.2 Small company 
8.3 Team spirit/culture/working relationships 
8.4 Determination to achieve it 
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8.5 TEC Support 
8.6 Existing policies/procedures/framework 
8.7 Communication 
8.8 No Data Missed out in construction of template 
8.9 Part of bigger organisation 
8.10 It being important to the company 
8.11 Top level commitment 
8.12 Having the time to implement liP 
8.13 Training 
8.14 Open style of management 
9. Any other comments 
9.1 Expected to much from the standard 
9.2 Did not focus the company 
9.3 Issues on training within SMEs 
10. Levels of formality 
10.1 Informal 
10.2 Some formal procedures 
10.3 Formalised procedures 
12. Issues over the image ofIiP Not key to research question 
13. Issues over the new standard and its implications Not key to research 
question 
14. Minds set towards liP 
15. The impact of ISO and existing procedures on achieving liP 
16. How appraisals are done 
17. Overcoming the lack of resources for training - Moved to 3.3.2 
18. Main changes due to liPlBenefits - Include Number 25 & 44 
19. Influence ofMgt background/training 
20. How to write a business plan 
21. Informal AppraisalslNot waiting till then to sort something out approach 
22. Assessment Issues - Moved to Section 6 
23. Previous experience with liP 
24. Not Understanding what training is 
25. liP Formalising the business - Move in 18 
27. See liP paperwork as a good thing Moved to Section 7 
28. Business plan issues - Moved to Section Three 
29. Short fall of Management skills in SMEs 
30. No appraisals/performance reviews as such 
31. Training needs identification 
32. Blueprint Package - Only one respondent 
33. lIP champion may have made a difference 
34. O'/ercoming the language barrier - Moved to section Seven 
35. Probs with appraisals 
36. Poor TEe support after assessment - Moved to section Six 
37. Ways of setting deptlindividual objectives and goals Not key to research 
question 
38. Issues around NVQs Not key to research question 
39. Setting up Inductions Not key to research question 
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40. Resentment about the cost of training -Not key to research question 
41. Impact of liP on the culture of the organisation 
42. Use ofAppraisalslPerformance Review as communication tool- move to 
Section Two 
44. Helped 'lIith OF8TED inspection - Moved to 18 
45. Using Appraisals to evaluation training - Moved to 11.3 
46. \Vanted to be 1 st to get liP in the industry - Included in Section 
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Appendix 11 - Template analysis (Final Phase) 
Section One- Communication and Commitment- Principle One 
1 Communication/Commitment 
1.1 Communication Tools used prior to liP 
1.1.1 Company briefings 
1.1.2 Team meetings/ Departmental meetings 
1.1.3 Management meetings 
1.1.4 Cross Departmental meetings 
1.1.5 Informal meetings 
1.1.6 TelecommunicationlEmail 
1.1. 7 Appraisals 
1.1.8 Briefing Document 
1.1.9 Newsletter 
1.2 Communicating VisionlIiP 
1.2.1 With ease 
1.2.1.1 How was it communicated? 
1.2.2 Experienced difficulties 
1.2.2.1 How were the difficulties overcome? 
1.3 Improvement to the communication system 
1.3.1 Yes 
1.3 .1.1 Newsletter introduced 
1.3.1.2 New meetings/format 
1.3.1.3 Formalise meetings 
1.3.1.4 Email 
1.3.1.5 Policy document on Communication 
1.3.1.6 Weekly Updates 
1.3 .1.7 Message book 
1.3 .1.8 Meetings with residents 
1.3 .1.9 Evaluation forms for staff and residents 
1.3.1.10 Talk more whilst working alongside the staff 
1.3.1.11 Shared PC files 
1.4 Resistance 
1.4.1 From the Employees 
1.4.1.1 Yes 
1.4.1.1.1 Methods use to overcome this 
1.4.2 From the Management 
1.4.2.1 Yes 
1.4.2.1.1 Methods use to overcome this 
1.5 Informal one to one meetings/interviews 
1.6 Using business plan as communication tool 
1.7 Use of AppraisalslPerformance Review as communication tool 
Section Two- Planning - Principle Two 
2 Planning 
2.1 Business Plan 
2.1.1 Problems understanding what was required 
2.1.1.1 Yes 
2.1.1.1.1 How was it overcome? 
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2.1.2 Problems identifying business needs/objectives 
2.1.2.1 Yes 
2.1.2.1.1 How was it overcome? 
2.1.2.2 No 
2.1.2.2.1 How is it done? 
2.2 Appraisal System/Performance Reviews 
2.2.1 Any problems in implementing a system 
2.2.1.1 No 
2.2.1.2 Yes 
2.2.1.2.1 How was it overcome? 
2.2.2 How was it implemented? 
2.2.3 Does it include a self-assessment? 
2.2.3.1 Yes 
2:2.3.1.1 How receptive are the employees? 
2.3 Enough Resources 
2.3.1 Not enough 
2.3.1.1 Time issue 
2.3.1.2 Financial issue 
3.3.1.4 Sparing Staff 
3.3.2 How are these overcome 
2.4 Problems with setting evaluation criteria 
2.4.1 Yes 
2.4.1.1 Why and how is it overcome? 
2.4.2 No 
2.4.2.1 How are evaluation criteria set? 
2.5 Training Plan 
2.5.1 Problems with understanding what is required 
2.5.1.1 Yes 
2.5.1.1.1 How was it overcome? 
2.5.2 Problems linking the training to the business plan 
2.5.2.1 No 
2.5.2.1.1 How was it done? 
2.5.2.2 Yes 
2.5.2.2.1 How was it overcome? 
2.6 Business plan issues 
Section Three- Action - Principle Three 
3 Action 
3.1 Problems implementing training activities and development courses 
3.1.1 No 
3.1.1.1 How do you do it? 
3.1.2 Yes 
3.1.2.1 What sort of problems? 
3.1.2.2 How were they overcome? 
3.2 Problems finding training and development activities 
3.2.1 Yes 
3.2.1.1 What sort of problems have you met? 
3.2.1.2 How did you overcome them? 
3.3 Resistance towards training 
3.3.1 From Management- No data 
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3.3.2 From Employees 
3.3.2.1 Yes 
3.3.2.1.1 What sort of problems? 
3.3.2.1.2 How do you deal with it? 
Section Four - Principle Four - Evaluation 
4. Evaluation 
4.1 Ease of Implementation 
4.1.1 With ease 
4.1.1.1 No 
4.1.1.2 How overcome? 
4.2 How was it implemented? 
4.3 How does it works? 
4.4 Problems with evaluation 
4.4.1 How they were overcome? 
Section Five - Training and Enterprise Councils and Assessment Issues 
5 Training and Enterprise Councils 
5.1 Loss of contact 
5.1.1 Yes 
5.1.1.1 Did it impede the progress? 
5.1.1.2 How was it overcome? 
5.2 Loss of continuity? 
5.2.1 Yes 
5.2.2 Did it impede the progress? 
5.2.2.1 How was it overcome? 
5.3 Inadequate Support 
5.3.1 Yes 
5.3.1.1 Why? 
5.3.1.2 Did it impede the progress? 
5.3.1.3 How was it overcome? 
5.4 Assessor/assessment issues 
5.5 Comments about TEC support 
5.6 Poor TEC support after assessment 
Section Six- The Standard 
6. Other Issues 
6.1 More effort than originally anticipated 
6.1.1 No 
6.1.1.1 Why? 
6.1.2 Yes 
6.1.2.1 Why? 
6.1.2.2 How was it overcome? 
6.2 More thorough/rigorous than originally anticipated 
6.2.1 No 
6.2.1.1 Why? 
6.2.2 Yes 
6.2.2.1 Why? 
6.3 Time Issues 
6.3.1 No 
221 
6.3.1.1 Why? 
6.3.2 Yes 
6.3.2.1 Why? 
6.3.2.2 How was it overcome? 
6.4 Process Bureaucratic 
6.4.1 Yes 
6.4.1.1 Why? 
6.5 Relevant Action plan 
6.5.1 No 
6.5.1.1 Why? 
6.6 Language 
6.6".1 Hard to understand 
6.6.1.1 Yes 
6.6.1.1.1 Why? 
6.6.2 Complicated to Understand 
6.6.2.1 Yes 
6.6.2.1.1 Why? 
6.7 Language problems have been dealt with liP UK 
6.8 See liP paperwork as a good thing 
6.9 Overcoming the language barrier 
Section Seven - Driving Force 
7.1 Driving Force for Investors in People 
7.1.1 The Framework it provides 
7.1.2 Formalisation of procedures and policies 
7.1.3 Already had most of the processes in place and wanted to be recognised 
for it 
7.1.4 Professionalise the business processes 
7.1.5 TEC funding 
7.1.6 Improve the business 
7.1.7 To get contracts with others companies 
7.1.8 Good things to have /clients have it we should have it 
7.1.9 Existing culture/background of the company 
7.1.10 To be exemplary 
7.1.11 Because people wanted to put a label on it 
7.1.12 Registration requirementsIN ew contracts/ New contacts 
7.1.13 Making sure the business was being managed right 
7.1.14 Wanted to get through it as part of a network group 
7.1.15 To get recognised for the quality of work 
7.1.16 Wanted to be the 1 st in the industry sector 
7.1.17 Help recruitment/retention 
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Section Eight - Others Influential Issues 
8 Most Important Things needed to achieve liP 
8.1 People Management Issues 
8.1.1 Management commitment (7.1 & 8.11) 
8.1.2 Training (7.2 & 8.13) 
8.1.3 Communication (7.3,8.7 & 8.14) 
8.1.4 Planning (7.S) 
8.l.S Appraisals/Performance reviews (7.6) 
8.1.6 Job description (7.9) 
8.1.7 Handbook (7.10) 
8.1.8 Goal setting (7.11) 
8.1.9 Team spirit/culture/working relationships (7.20 & 8.3) 
8.2 Company characteristics 
8.2.1 Background of the employees and management (8.1) 
8.2.2 Small company (8.2) 
8.2.3 Determination to achieve it (8.4) 
8.2.4 Existing policies/procedures/framework (8.6) 
8.2.S Part of bigger organisation (8.9) 
8.2.6 It being important to the company (8.10) 
8.2.7 Having workforce on board (7.24) 
8.3 Investors in People related issues 
8.3.1 Implementation 
8.3.1.1 Integrated the framework into the business (7.4) 
8.3.1.2 Must give it enough timelHaving the time to implement 
liP (7.13 & 8.12) 
8.3.1.3 Promote liP as a positive thing (7.14) 
8.3.1.4 Have the right resources (7.19) 
8.3.1.S Do it as part of development group/network (7.21) 
8.3.1.6 Prioritise (7.22) 
8.3.1.7 Have a champion (7.23) 
8.3.2 Evaluation System (7.7) 
8.3.3 Making the decision to pursue Investors in People 
8.3.3.1 Be sure of your reasons (7.1S) 
8.3.3.2 Don't expect everyone to be impressed (7.16) 
8.3.3.3 Don't bother (7.12) 
8.3.3.4 Take it seriously (7.17) 
8.3.3.S Stick with it (7.18) 
8.3.4 TEC Support (7.8& 8.S) 
8.4 Minds set towards liP 
8.5 The impact ofISO and existing procedures on achieving liP 
8.6 Main changes due to liPlBenefits 
8.7 Influence of Mgt background/training 
8.8 Informal AppraisalslNot waiting till then to sort something out approach 
8.9 Not Understanding what training is? 
8.10 No appraisals/performance reviews as such 
8.11 liP champion may have made a difference 
8.12 Problems with appraisals 
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Appendix 12 - Cross-size band template 
The methods used to overcome the barriers are displayed in the template below. 
Practical Under Ten Ten to Twenty Twenty Six to 
BarrierslDifficulties Employees Five Forty Nine 
Employees Employees 
Communicating Informal and Increased Increased 
(Communicating Planned Formal Communication, Communications, 
Organisation's Vision Meetings Meetings were New meetings 
and liP) Extra Meetings to planned and and scheduling of 
explain what liP scheduled. meetings 
was about. Appraisal also 
used 
Internal commitment Extra Meetings to Meetings were New meetings and 
Gaining management explain what liP planned and scheduling of 
commitment was about. scheduled. meetings 
Developing a business External Help Seeking 3£0 Party TEC support 
plan/identifying business Training Course advice, 
needs/objectives networking, 
looking a 
business planning 
in a simple way 
Meaning of Business Plan Don't let a 3£0 Seeking 3ro Party TEC support 
party write it for (TEC or 
the organisation Consultancy) 
only seek their 
advice 
Starting/approving Not implemented Talking to the 
appraisal system formally because employees, 
organisations felt explaining what 
that they were it was all about 
appraising their and why they 
employees being introduced 
continuously, 
informal 
procedure, fear 
that it would 
break down the 
existing working 
culture 
Lack of Resource In-house training In-house In-house training 
training through through either 
either internal or internal or 
brought-in brought-in 
knowledge, knowledge 
planned training 
sessions 
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Setting Evaluation Informal Pre-evaluation Used the 
Criteria procedure procedure objectives set out 
whereby on the course 
objectives are set literature. No 
through either mention of how 
discussions or they were set for 
forms although internal training 
the level of 
formality was 
not made clear 
Meaning of Training Plan Produced a 
simple 
spreadsheet 
showing the 
business need, 
training need and 
how it was 
resourced. 
Focusing training on Informally, Head of one 
business needs/objectives verbally organisation 
made a decision 
based on the 
priorities of the 
business 
Training Issues In-house In-house In-house training 
(Implementation of, Training training through through either 
Finding Appropriate Talking! either internal or internal or 
courses, Resistance explaining to brought-in brought-in 
towards) employees why knowledge, knowledge, 
they should paying people paying people, 
attend, In-house Increased 
training communication, 
tailoring training 
courses' 
Implementing Training Informal Increase the Increase the 
evaluation system procedure, communication communication in 
presentations and in order to staff order to staff and 
observation used and managers to managers to 
to evaluate understand the understand the 
training process process, set 
(Evaluation measures for 
weak at time of training, 
assessment but (Evaluation weak 
still recognised) at time of 
assessment but 
still recognised) 
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Inadequate Advisor By trying to Poor business plan 
Support explain to the advisor, needed to 
advisor but this did rewrite it after a 
not help, the pre-assessment 
advisor was too 
channelled in his 
work. 
More effort required Portfolio Builder TEe Support TEe support, trial 
and error 
MorethoroughJrigorous Accepted it as part Accepted it as Accepted it as part 
of the standard part of the of the standard 
standard 
Time commitment Integrated into the Integrated liP TEe support, 
business, worked implementation prioritising, 
on it outside of into their daily integrating liP into 
normal working routines, TEe the business 
hours Support 
Bureaucracy Accepted it as part Accepted it as Accepted it as part 
of the standard, part of the of the standard 
kept procedures standard 
informal some 
companies were 
not forced into the 
bureaucracy of 
formalising 
everything 
Language complicated or TEe Support TEe Support 
hard to understand 
Important Factors Communication, Communication, Communication, 
(where more than half of Management Management Management 
the samples in each case Commitment, Commitment, Commitment, 
mentioned the factors) Planning, (others were Determination to 
Appraisal, Team mentioned but achieve it, (others 
Spirit/Culture/ by less than half were mentioned 
Working of the but by less than 
relationship, companies) half of the 
Existing Policies companies) 
and procedures 
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